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URBAN  MASS  TRANSPORTATION  ACT 
FY  1991-92  PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
FOR  SECTION  9 FUNDS 
FOR  ALL  URBANIZED  AREAS  WITHIN  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  REGION 


BACKGROUND 

This  Program  of  Projects  represents  a coordinated  proposal  for  the  use 
of  federal  formula  block  grant  funds  by  all  eligible  transit  agencies 
in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  for  fiscal  year  1991-92. 

In  1982  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  was  amended  to  include  a 
formula-based  block  grant  program  under  Section  9 to  provide  funds  for 
public  mass  transportation.  The  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration  (UMTA)  apportions  these  Section  9 funds  to  all  of  the 
urbanized  areas  in  the  nation.  The  funds  may  be  used  for  planning, 
capital  projects,  or  operating  assistance.  A limit  is  set  on  the  use 
of  Section  9 funds  for  operating  purposes.  A transit  agency  can 
prepare  and  submit  a single  application  and  budget  for  a grant  to  fund 
all  of  its  projects,  instead  of  preparing  applications  and  budgets  for 
each  individual  project. 

State  law  designates  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 
as  the  regional  transportation  planning  agency  for  the  nine-county  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.  MTC  is  the  designated  recipient  under  federal  law 
for  Urban  Mass  Transportation  block  grants  for  the  two  largest 
urbanized  areas  in  the  region:  San  Francisco/Oakland  and  San  Jose. 

The  designated  recipient  is  required  to  develop  a program  of  projects 
to  be  funded  pursuant  to  Section  9,  in  consultation  with  interested 
parties  including  private  transportation  providers.  MTC  has  developed 
a program  of  projects  for  all  transit  agencies  in  the  two  larger 
urbanized  areas  within  the  region. 

The  Governor  of  the  State  of  California  is  the  designated  recipient 
for  the  four  smaller  urbanized  areas  within  the  region  - 
Antioch/Pittsburg,  Napa,  Fairfield  and  Santa  Rosa.  However,  the  State 
Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  has  given  MTC  the 
responsibility  for  developing  a program  of  projects  for  the  four 
smaller  urbanized  areas  in  the  region. 

Activities  included  in  the  program  of  projects  are  intended  to 
maintain  or  improve  existing  transit  services  within  the  region. 
Projects  include  the  construction,  reconstruction  and  rehabilitation 
of  maintenance  facilities;  the  purchase  of  transit  stations,  vehicles, 
and  various  parts  and  equipment;  and  other  capital  projects  to  improve 
the  capacity,  safety  and  service  reliability  of  the  region's  public 
transportation  systems. 
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PROCESS 


Each  year,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  adopts  the 
Transit  Capital  Priorities  Process  and  Criteria.  The  Process  and 
Criteria  are  the  rules  and  schedule  for  developing  the  regional 
transit  capital  priorities  project  list.  As  defined  in  the  process 
and  criteria,  the  priority  setting  process  is  a cooperative 
evaluation  of  projects  by  MTC  and  the  individual  transit 
operators.  The  result  of  this  evaluation  is  a ranking  that 
establishes  a regional  multi-year  program  constrained  by 
anticipated  resources. 

As  a first  step  in  the  process,  operators  submit  multi-year  capital 
requests  to  MTC.  These  operator  requests  are  developed  through  the 
ongoing  short  range  transit  planning  work  done  by  the  operators. 
UMTA  regulations  require  that  public  transit  agencies  review 
proposed  capital  improvement  programs  with  private  providers  of 
public  transportation  services. 

MTC  staff,  in  cooperation  with  the  operators,  evaluate  and  score 
all  new  projects,  using  the  appropriate  rules  from  the  adopted 
criteria.  Estimated  funding  levels  constrain  the  size  of  the 
overall  program,  and  those  projects  that  score  above  the  estimated 
apportionments  are  included  in  the  Transit  Capital  priorities  list 
adopted  by  the  Commission. 

The  projects  in  the  Transit  Capital  Priorities  are  then  included  in 
the  Transit  Element  of  the  federal  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP).  Projects  are  listed  by  year,  over  the  five-year 
period,  to  indicate  what  funding  will  be  requested  from  the  federal 
funding  agencies  for  transit  improvement. 

After  the  TIP  is  compiled,  the  UMTA  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 
is  developed  for  all  Annual  Element  (first  year)  projects,  capital 
and  operating  assistance,  for  which  Section  9 funds  will  be 
requested.  These  Annual  Element  projects  are  shown  by  operator. 

Once  MTC,  as  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO)  for  the 
region,  has  endorsed  both  the  TIP  Transit  Element  and  the  Program 
of  Projects,  it  can  review  transit  operator  applications  for  the 
Section  9 funds.  Those  applications  for  programs  of  projects  which 
are  found  consistent  with  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP) 
can  then  be  forwarded  to  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration  (UMTA)  for  grant  approval. 

The  Program  of  Projects  is  based  on  an  estimated  federal 
appropriation  for  the  Section  9 Program  for  FY  1992,  plus  any 
carryover  of  prior  year  funds.  In  the  absence  of  final  federal 
appropriations  or  actual  apportionments,  MTC  has  estimated  that 
some  $82  million  may  be  available  for  use  within  the  San  Francisco- 
Oakland  and  San  Jose  urbanized  areas,  with  an  additional  $2  million 
available  for  use  in  the  four  smaller  urbanized  areas  - Santa  Rosa, 
Napa,  Fairfield  and  Antioch-Pi ttsburg.  In  the  event  that  actual 
appropriations  are  lower  than  what  MTC  has  estimated,  the  Section  9 
program  will  be  subject  to  reevaluation.  Cutbacks  may  reduce  the 
funding  for  some  projects  and  eliminate  others  from  the  program 
altogether. 
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The  distribution  of  Section  9 funds  for  operating  purposes  is  based 
on  the  most  recent  operating  limits  and  Section  9 factors.  If  the 
FY  92  apportionment  update  the  factors,  the  distribution  will  be 
adjusted  accordingly. 

PROGRAM  DESCRIPTION 


The  implementing  agencies  of  the  Program  of  Projects  are:  the 

A1 ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District  (AC  Transit);  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART);  the  California 
Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans);  the  Central  Contra  Costa 
Transit  Authority  (CCCTA);  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  & 
Transportation  District  (GGBHTD);  the  Livermore/Amador  Valley 
Transit  Authority  (LAVTA);  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (SF 
Muni);  the  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans);  the  Santa 
Clara  County  Transit  District  (SCCTD);  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC);  the  Cities  of  Santa  Rosa,  Napa, 
Vallejo,  and  Fairfield,  and  the  County  of  Sonoma. 

The  projects  are  listed  by  transit  operator  for  each  urbanized 
area.  Information  about  these  projects  has  been  furnished  to 
private  transportation  providers  for  their  review  in  the 
development  of  this  Program  of  Projects.  The  Program  of  Projects 
and  Budget  sheet  for  each  transit  operator  shows  the  cost  and 
amount  of  Section  9 funds  needed  for  each  project,  and  serves  as  an 
index  to  individual  Project  Justification  Worksheets. 

The  Project  Justification  Worksheets  provide  the  following 
i nformation : 

* the  name  of  the  implementing  transit  agency 

* the  project  name 

* a project  description,  including  the  nature  of  the 
project  and  the  amount  and  kind  of  equipment  to  be 
purchased,  or  the  location  and  extent  of  construction  or 
rehabi 1 i tation 

* a project  class  code  identifying  the  capital  items 
involved  in  standard  form 

* references  to  the  location  of  the  project  in  the 
operator's  latest  Short  Range  Transit  Plan  (SRTP)  and 
MTC's  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP) 

* the  proposed  funding  for  the  project,  showing  sources 
and  amounts  of  federal  funds  and  required  local  match 

* any  prior  UMTA  funding,  with  sources  and  amounts 

* the  type  and  status  of  any  environmental  assessment 

* a private  sector  participation  compliance  checklist 

* the  planning  justification  for  the  project 
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SAN  FRANC  I SCO/OAK  LAN  D 
URBANIZED  AREA 


SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

FY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Est  ).  $67,019,402 

FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds  (Exp  ): 1,065,746 

TOTAL.  $68,065,148 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


UMTA  Section  9 
UMTA  Section  9 Cumulative 

Funds  Total 


AC  Transit  $6,682,281 

BART  0 

CalTrain  692,225 

CCCTA  1,486,864 

GGBHTD  1,457,476 

LA VTA  0 

S.F.  MUNI  7,532,454 

SamTrans  1,510,058 

Vallejo 200,103 

$19,561,461 

$19,561,461 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  9 Total 


AC  Transit 

UMTA  Section  9 
Funds 

Cumulative 

Total 

Local 

Match 

FY  1991-92 
Cost 

Replacement  Buses  (60  std) 

$11,600,000 

$2,900,000 

$14,500,000 

Transit  Centers  Development 

1,046,624 

261,656 

1,308.280 

Contaminant  Cleanup  (re-oblig) 

600,000 

200.000 

1,000,000 

$13,446,624 

$3,361,656 

$16,808,280 

$33,008,085 
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PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


BART 

UMTA  Section  8 
Funds 

UMTA  Section  8 
Cumulative 
Total 

Local 

Match 

Total 
FY  1881-82 

Cost 

SFO  Airport  Ext  AA/DEIS 

$128,040 

$32,260 

$161,300 

Walnut  Creek  A. I P 

$2,562,023 

$640,506 

$3,202,528 

Concord  A 1 P 

800.000 

200  000 

1,000.000 

$3,481,063 

$36,488,148 

$872,766 

$4,363,828 

CCCTA 

|Paratransit  Facility 

$1,564,000 

$381,000 

$1,855,000  | 

$1,564,000 

$38,063,148 

$381,000 

$1,855,000 

S F MUNI 

Cable  Car  Rehabilitation 

$480,000 

$122,500 

$612,500 

Fixed  Facility  Rehab/Improvement 

4,304,480 

1,076,120 

5,380.600 

Trolley  OVHD  Reconstruct-Rt  #14 

3.186.852 

786,713 

3.883,565 

Trolley  Coach  Purchase  (65  Artie) 

18.837,843 

4,708,486 

23.547.428 

$26,818,275 

$64,882,423 

$6,704,818 

$33,524,084 

SamTrans 

olacemeni  Buses  (62  STD) 

$12,400,000 

3,100,000 

$15,500,000  | 

(Replacement  Vans  (18  Redi-wheels) 

1,211,440 

302.860 

1,514,300  | 

$13,611,440 

$3,402,860 

$17,014,300 

$78,483,863 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

IfY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Est ):  $67,010,402  I 

|FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds  (Exp  ): 1,065,746  | 

TOTAL:  $66,085,146 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Fund6  Match  Cost 

AC  Transit  * $6,682,281  $92,673,380  $99,355,670 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  9 Local 

Funds  Match 


Total 
FY  1991-02 
Cost 


Replacement  Buses  (60  std) 
Transit  Centers  Development 
Contaminant  Cleanup  (re-oblig) 


$11,600,000 

$1,046,624 

$800,000 


$2,900,000 

$281,656 

200,000 


$14,500,000 

$1,308,280 

1,000,000 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM  $20,128,905  $96,035,045 $116,163,950 


* For  the  period  July  1,  1991  to  June  30,  1992 
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PROJECT  JUST  3 ~ I CAT I ON  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  1 - REPLACEMENT  BUSES 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  60  Standard-Sized  Replacement  Buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  127  thru  129  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-5 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $11,600,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (201):  $2,900,000  SOURCE:  Toll  Bridge  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $14,500,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  I* 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the'  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 

* The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the 
above  project  at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in 
conjunction  with  other  regional  transit  operators  and 
coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission. 
This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced  in  our  SRTP. 
Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and 
through  a mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

The  District's  ongoing  Bus  Replacement  Program  prescribes  the 
replacement  of  buses  that  have  exceeded  their  useful  life.  The 
Program  establishes  an  acceptable  bus  life  of  12  years  and 
identifies  those  buses  in  need  of  replacement  each  year.  The 
SRTP  presents  current  status  and  future  replacement  needs  and 
establishes  an  even  replacement  program  using  a 12  year  life. 

An  even  bus  replacement  program  calls  for  approximately  68  bus 
replacements  each  year;  however,  in  preparation  for 
implementation  of  the  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  the 
District  is  proposing  purchase  of  60  standard  sized  buses  for 
this  project  year.  This  will  be  replacing  60  standard  sized 
buses . 

The  buses  to  be  replaced  annually  over  the  next  7 years  more 
than  exceed  the  12-year  standard  (average  age  at  time  of  funding 
«=  14  years)  and  will  have  a documented  history  of  maintenance 
malfunctions.  The  maintenance  history  of  the  buses  are  reviewed 
annually  to  determine  which  buses  should  be  replaced.  Age  is  a 
factor.  However,  those  buses  over  12  years  old  requiring 
extensive  maintenance  will  be  replaced  in  each  program  year. 

The  attached  Bus  Replacement  List  will  be  updated  and  submitted 
annually  with  the  District's  Section  9 application.  This 
schedule  conforms  to  UMTA  requirements  and  spare  ratios. 

The  District's  peak  fleet  requirements  will  increase  as  the 
Comprehensive  Service  Plan  is  implemented.  Changes  to  the 
configuration  of  the  fleet  will  increase  the  number  of  revenue 
vehicles  in  operation,  but  because  the  new  revenue  vehicles  will 
be  smaller,  they  will  not  exceed  the  total  fleet  capacity  now  in 
place. 
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A. 


Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded 

multi-year  project.  However,  purchasing  replacement 
buses  is  an  ongoing  annual  project  that  the  operator 
continues  to  assign  high  priority. 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as 
it  will  enable  the  District  to  maintain  a fleet  of 
buses  that  is  safe,  reliable  and  comfortable. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  as  the  units  replaced  each 
year  will  be  those  that  have  shown  themselves  to  be 
the  most  costly  of  the  fleet  to  maintain  at  an 
appropriate  service  level. 

3.  This  project  addresses  significant  regional  goals  and 
policies  as  the  new  buses  will  have  up-to-date, 
state-of-the-art  accessibility  equipment  allowing  the 
District  to  better  serve  the  E&H  Community  with  safe, 
reliable  service. 

4.  This  project  will  involve  the  replacement  of  buses  for 
maintaining  existing  service  according  to  a planned 
replacement  program  as  previously  noted. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Replacement  Buses  (60  Standard) 

Operator:  AC  Transit 

Date:  7/23/91  . 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


! IMPLEMENTATION! 

FY  91/92  ! 

FY  92/93  ! 

FY  92/94  ! 

FY  i 

! SCHEDULE:  ! 

i i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

! TASK  1 : Apprv!- 
! Purch.  Com.  ! 

i i 

1 

i 

j 

1 

i 

i 

j 

i 

! TASK  2:  ! 

! Develop  Specs! 

i i 

1 

i 

j 

i 

i 

1 

j 

i 

! TASK  3:  ! 

! Board  Apprvl  ! 

i i 

i . 

1 

i 

i . 

1 

j 

i 

! TASK  4:  ! 

! Bid  Process  ! 

i i 

1 

i 

j 

j 

i 

i 

t 

i 

! TASK  5:  ! 

j 

i 

i 

i 

i 

j 

i 

i 

! Del . Process  ! 

i i 

! TASK  6:  ! 

! Preparation  ! 

i i 

1 

_ i 

1 

i . 

j 

1 

i 

0:  Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE 

PLAN 

! FY  91/92 

UMTA  SEC.  9 

! $11,600,000 

UMTA  SEC.  3 

FAU/FAI 

OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 

ARTICLE  XIX 

PROP  108  BOND! 

PROP  116  BOND! 

FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART! 

OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 

STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 

LOCAL  FUNDS 

! 2,900,000 

SPECIFY: 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

! $14,500,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC 1 s Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  A1 ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  6 - Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Transit  Center  Improvements-Chabot  College 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  145-150 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,046,624 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $ 261,656 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,308,280 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (d)(10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  I 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(Tf  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-5 

SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  9 

SOURCE:  Toll  Bridge  Revenues 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  AC  Transit  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  converts  the 
primarily  radial  system  into  a mul ti-desti national  route 
network.  If  AC  Transit  is  to  increase  transit  usage  and  improve 
its  productivity,  it  is  essential  that  it  reflect  the 
mul ti-destinational  nature  of  today's  travel  demand. 

Since  it  is  impossible  to  run  direct  service  from  everywhere  to 
everywhere  else,  an  effective  multi-destinational  network  must 
rely  on  making  tranferring  convenient.  In  a system  based  on 
timed  transfers,  a passenger  can  reach  efficient  route  network 
with  minimal  overlap. 

To  make  transferring  fast  and  convenient,  the  District  must  be 
able  to  bring  many  buses  together  at  certain  key  points.  These 
needs  require  the  development  of  transit  centers.  A transit 
center  is  a facility  designed  to: 

o allow  several  buses  from  different  routes  to  be  present  at 
once,  so  that  patrons  can  transfer  without  waiting, 
o allow  buses  to  arrive  and  depart  independently  (without 
blocking  one  another). 

o provide  a safe,  pleasant  and  convenient  environment  for 
transferring  between  buses. 

o provide  other  amenities  for  passengers  and  drivers. 

Besides  facilitating  bus-to-bus  transfers,  the  transit  centers 
may  also  accommodate  bus-to-rail  and  auto-to-bus-to-rai 1 
transfers.  Transit  centers  are  strategically  located  where 
several  routes  naturally  converge  resulting  in  high  transfer 
activity.  These  centers  will  often  be  near  major  activity 
centers  generating  a significant  number  of  walk-in  passengers. 
Also,  most  BART  stations  in  the  AC  Transit  service  area  will  be 
transit  centers  to  facilitate  both  regional  and  local  travel. 

In  urban  areas,  such  as  Oakland  and  Berkeley,  the  convenience  of 
transferring  is  largely  ensured  by  the  high  frequency  of  most  of 
the  routes.  Even  though  a transit  center  is  not  the  primary 
transfer  location  as  it  is  In  the  timed  transfer  network,  there 
are  strategic  locations  where  several  routes  naturally  converge 
creating  a high  level  of  transfer  activity  and  necessitating  a 
facility  to  safely  accommodate  the  buses  and  provide  for  a safe 
and  comfortable  environment  for  the  passenger.  In  suburban 
areas,  however,  most  service  cannot  be  justified  with  headways 
of  less  than  30  minutes.  Here,  convenient  transfers  can  be 
assured  only  with  transit  centers.  Transit  centers  are 
therefore  critical  to  the  success  of  the  Comprehensive  Service 
Plan. 
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General  Design  Considerations 


Most  transit  centers  will  be  designed  with  "sawtooth"  bays  so 
that  buses  can  pull  in  and  out  independently  without  blocking 
each  other.  Each  center  must  have  enough  bays  for  all  the 
scheduled  buses  to  be  present  at  once,  with  some  to  spare. 
Locations  for  cars  to  pick  up  and  drop  off  passengers  will  be 
isolated  from  the  bus  area,  to  improve  the  flow  of  both  cars  and 
buses . 

Locations 

The  District's  service  area  has  been  divided  into  four 
geographical  sub-areas  for  phased  implementation  of  the 
restructured  route  network. 

The  Western  Contra  Costa  sub-area  (Table  2,  Group  1)  includes 
timed  transfer  locations  at  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  Contra 
Costa  College  and  thus  are  first  priority.  Improvements  to 
these  sites  should  be  complete  before  restructuring  routes. 
Improvements  to  the  other  transit  centers  which  will  not  have 
timed  transfer  locations  (Richmond  BART,  Hilltop  Mall  Transit 
Center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART)  are  second  priority. 

The  Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda  core  area  (Table  2,  Group  2) 
includes  only  one  timed  transfer  location,  Montclair  Transit 
Center.  However,  Fruitvale  BART  and  Eastmont  Mall  Transit 
Center  will  also  need  to  be  finished  before  restructuring 
routes,  since  they  cannot  now  accommodate  the  level  of  bus  and 
transfer  activity  envisioned.  Second  priority  transit  centers 
to  be  developed  later  include  West  Oakland  BART,  Coliseum  BART, 
and  Southshore  Shopping  Center. 

The  Hayward-San  Leandro  area  (Table  2,  Group  3)  includes  five 
timed  transfer  locations:  San  Leandro  BART,  Bay  Fair  BART, 

Hayward  BART,  Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  and  South  Hayward 
BART.  Improvements  at  these  sites  should  be  complete  before 
restructuring  routes,  though  it  is  possible  that  South  Hayward 
BART  could  function  on  an  interim  basis  without  major  physical 
changes . 

Finally,  the  Fremont-Newark  area  (Table  2,  Group  4)  includes 
timed  transfer  locations  at  Union  City  BART,  Fremont  BART,  and 
the  new  Irvington  and  Newark  Transit  Centers.  (Irvington 
Tiansit  Center  will  be  the  site  of  the  future  Irvington  BART 
Station.) 

Improvements  at  these  sites  should  also  be  complete  before 
restructuring,  though  it  is  possible  that  Newark  Transit  Center 
could  function  on  an  interim  basis  without  major  physical 
changes.  Newpark  Mall  will  also  be  a transit  center  under  the 
plan,  but  without  timed  transfers. 
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Most  of  the  suburban  route  structure  cannot  be  implemented  until 
there  are  at  least  minimal  tre  sit  center  facilities  in  place, 
since  these  sites  must  accommodate  a number  of  converging  buses 
and  allow  passengers  to  transfer  safely  and  conveniently. 

Tables  1 and  2 list  the  transit  centers  according  to  priority, 
indicating  which  should  be  completed  before  restructuring. 

Schedule  and  Funding 

FY  1988-89  SECTION  3 SUBMITTED  PROJECTS 

The  first  transit  centers  planned  for  construction  are  El 
Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  San  Leandro  BART. 

These  projects  were  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92 
Section  9 Capital  Program.  Instead,  they  were  resubmitted 
(along  with  Hayward  BART  Transit  Center)  for  funding  under  the 
FY  1988-89  Section  3 Suburban  Mobility  Program  to  take  full 
advantage  of  this  special  one-time  grant  opportunity.  Funding 
has  been  approved  for  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  San  Leandro 
BART  Transit  Centers.  The  Hayward  BART  Transit  Center  has  been 
put  back  into  the  FY  1991-92  Section  9 Capital  Program. 

These  transit  centers  are  planned  for  development  as  joint 
multi-modal  projects  under  BART  application.  The  conceptual 
design  for  these  projects  was  completed  by  AC  Transit.  However, 
BART  will  be  the  lead  agency  and  assume  complete  project 
management  responsibilities,  including  environmental  clearance, 
engineering,  and  construction  in  conjunction  with  the  BART 
parking  expansion  projects. 

FY  1990-91  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECT 

The  Regional  Program  of  Projects  (POP),  approved  by  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  on  September  26, 
1990,  was  based  on  expected  Federal  apportionments.  As  a result 
of  the  actual  total  apportionments  being  higher  than  that 
expected,  the  FY  1990-91  Section  9 POP  and  the  annual  element  of 
the  FY  1991-97  Transit  Capital  Priorities  for  the  San 
Francisco/Oakland  urban  area  was  revised  by  MTC.  Due  to  the 
increased  apportionments,  the  Contra  Costa  Transit  Center 
project  was  made  a part  of  the  FY  1990-91  Section  9 POP.  The 
transit  center  proposed  for  Contra  Costa  College  will  serve  as  a 
key  facility  in  the  implementation  of  the  timed  transfer  network 
in  Western  Contra  Costa.  The  transit  center  will  be  developed 
in  close  coordination  with  property  owners,  neighboring 
communities,  and  with  the  Contra  Costa  Community  College 
District. 

FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECTS 

Bayfair  BART  Transit  Center,  originally  programmed  in  the  FY 
1991-92  Section  9 Capital  Program  has  been  reprogrammed  in  the 
FY  1992-93  Section  3 Capital  Program.  The  Contra  Costa  College 
Transit  Center  was  also  originally  programmed  as  a FY  1991-92 
Section  9 project  in  the  most  recent  Regional  Program  of 
Projects  submitted  by  MTC  in  September,  1990. 
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The  noted  shifts  leave  Chabot  College  Transit  Center  in  the 
Section  9 Capital  Program  plus  the  Hayward  BART  and  Fruitvale 
Station  projects.  (The  latter  2 projects  are  included  in  the 
BART  Program,  as  part  of  the  Access  Improvement  Projects  at  the 
Hayward  and  Fruitval e: stations . ) 

Fruitvale  BART  Station  project  is  planned  for  development  as  a 
joint  multi-modal  project  for  which  BART  will  take  the  lead, 
since  the  project  is  in  conjunction  with  BART's  parking 
expansion  project  at  the  same  location.  The  project  would 
therefore  be  funded  under  BART's  Section  9 Capital  Program.  The 
Hayward  BART  Station  project  is  also  planned  for  development  as 
a joint  multi-modal  project  and  will  also  be  funded  under  BART's 
Section  9 Capital  Program. 

The  Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  a timed  transfer  transit 
center  in  the  vicinity  of  Chabot  College  in  Hayward,  will  be 
developed  in  close  cooperation  with  the  property  owner.  The 
conceptual  designs  are  completed  for  the  three  sites. 

FY  1992-93  SECTION  3 PROGRAMMED  PROJECTS 

FY  1992-93  Section  3 programmed  projects  are  Montclair,  Eastmont 
Mall,  Bayfair  BART,  Union  City  BART,  Fremont  BART,  and  Irvington 
BART  transit  centers. 

The  Montclair  transit  center  would  serve  as  a key  facility  in 
the  implementation  of  timed  transfer  network  in  Oakland  area. 

The  transit  center  will  be  developed  in  close  coordination  with 
property  owners,  and  neighboring  communities.  The  Eastmont 
transit  center  in  Oakland  would  accommodate  the  consolidation  of 
expanded  bus  and  transfer  activities  at  an  off-street  site 
affording  a safer  and  more  convenient  operation.  The  conceptual 
plans  are  completed  for  all  or  both  sites. 

The  construction  of  transit  centers  at  Bayfair  BART,  Union  City 
BART,  Fremont  BART  and  the  future  Irvington  BART  stations  under 
the  FY  1993-94  Section  3 Capital  Program  would  complete  the 
twelve  first  priority  transit  centers  out  of  the  21  transit 
centers  proposed  under  the  CSP. 

The  Bayfair  BART  Station  multi-modal  timed  transfer  center  is  a 
partially  funded  project  in  which  Alameda  County  Federal  Aid 
Urban  funds  have  been  allocated  for  the  bus  bay  modification. 
Funds  for  the  balance  of  the  Bayfair  improvements  would  be 
provided  by  AC  Transit's  Section  3 Capital  Program.  However, 
the  design  for  the  Bayfair  BART  Station  is  subject  to 
modification  based  on  the  new  track  location  of  the  Dublin  rail 
extension. 

The  conceptual  layout  for  Union  City  BART  Station  places  the 
buses  closest  to  the  BART  station  entrance  along  the  front  curb 
and  on  three  islands.  The  plan  provides  a compact  bus  berth 
area  to  minimize  bus-to-bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers,  kiss 
and  ride  will  use  the  forth  island.  The  additional  bus  stalls 
will  remove  approximately  120  BART  parking  spaces,  replacement 
of  which  is  proposed  as  part  of  this  project. 
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The  Fremont  BART  Transit  Center  will  be  a bus-only  area  with 
curbside  stops  and  island  platforms.  The  compact  design  allows 
for  efficient  bus-to-bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  The 
facility  will  accommodate  seven  Santa  Clara  County  Transit 
buses,  in  addition  to  twelve  AC  Transit  routes.  The  concept 
plan  removes  approximately  100  BART  parking  stalls.  Replacement 
of  these  stalls  is  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  Irvigton  Transit  Center  is  scheduled  for  operation  prior  to 
the  construction  of  the  proposed  BART  station.  The  plan 
therefore  proposes  an  interim  transit  center  on  largely  vacant 
BART-owned  land  east  of  Osgood  Road,  which  eventually  be  a BART 
parking  lot.  The  conceptual  designs  for  the  proposed  projects 
complete. 

FY  1994-95  SECTION  3 PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1994-95  Section  3 proposed  projects  are  South  Hayward, 
Hilltop  Mall,  and  Richmond  BART  Transit  Centers. 

South  Hayward  is  one  of  five  timed  transfer  locations  in  the 
Hayward  area,  and  is  one  of  the  major  activity  centers  on  the 
east  end  of  the  city. 

Hilltop  Mall  is  a major  regional  shopping  center  and  a major 
transit  destination  in  itself.  It  will  be  served  by  the  area's 
busiest  trunk  route  and  several  new  routes  which  will  serve  the 
growing  demand  for  trips  between  residential  northern  and 
eastern  Richmond  and  employment  centers  in  western  Richmond. 

Richmond  BART  already  functions  as  a transit  center,  as  much  of 
the  service  in  the  area  radiates  from  the  station.  This  pattern 
will  continue  and  expand  under  the  CSP,  with  extensive  service 
from  the  station  to  all  parts  of  Richmond.  This  station  may 
also  be  a major  stop  on  the  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service 
now  under  study. 

FY  1995-96  SECTION  9 PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1995-96  Section  3 proposed  projects  are  El  Cerrito  Plaza 
BART,  Coliseum  BART,  and  Newark  Transit  Centers. 

As  a shopping  center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  is  a major  transit 
destination  in  Western  Contra  Costa  County.  El  Cerrito  Plaza 
BART  will  be  one  of  two  transit  centers  located  in  El  Cerrito. 
Van  routes  will  emanate  from  El  Cerrito  Plaza  to  serve  hill 
areas  of  El  Cerrito  and  Kensington.  The  transit  center  will 
also  be  served  by  local  lines  from  Berkeley  and  a major  trunk 
line,  the  72-San  Pablo  Avenue  with  limited  service  from  Oakland. 

Coliseum  BART  is  one  of  the  major  destinations  in  the  District's 
core  service  area  of  Oakland/Berkeley/Alameda/Albany/Emeryvi 1 le, 
as  well  as  the  main  transfer  point  for  trips  to  Oakland 
Airport.  The  expansion  of  crosstown  service  under  the  CSP  will 
increase  the  level  of  service  to  this  station,  and  increase  the 
passenger  transfer  activity  that  occurs  there.  The  station  may 
also  be  a stop  on  the  proposed  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service. 
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The  Newark  Transit  Center  will  serve  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
communities  in  the  Bay  Area.  This  will  be  a timed  transfer 
facility  for  those  routes  which  are  designed  to  provide  better 
local  circulation  in  the  activity  centers  of  Newark  and  southern 
Fremont . 

FY  1996-97  SECTION  3 PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1996-97  Section  3 proposed  projects  are  West  Oakland 
BART,  Southshore,  and  Newpark  Transit  Centers. 

West  Oakland  BART  will  be  a key  transit  center  in  the  District's 
core  service  area  of  Oakland/Berkeley/Alameda/Albany/Emeryville. 
It  is  also  under  study  as  a possible  station  on  the  proposed  Bay 
Area-Sacramento  train  service. 

Southshore  Shopping  Center  is  a major  destination  in  the  core 
service  area,  and  will  be  served  by  several  major  routes  from 
Alameda  and  Oakland. 

Newpark  Mall  is  a major  shopping  center  located  in  the  fast 
growing  community  of  Fremont.  New  residential  and  industrial 
developments  are  appearing  on  the  fringes  of  Fremont  and  Newark, 
creating  new  transit  demand  in  this  area.  Improved  routes  will 
provide  better  local  circulation,  with  many  passengers 
transferring  at  this  point. 


TABLE  1 


Comprehensive  Service  Plan 
Transit  Centers 


BART  Stations 


Estimated  Number 
Of  Bus  Bays  Required 
For  Each  Facility 


1.  Richmond  10 

2.  El  Cerrito/Del  Norte  13 

3.  El  Cerrito  Plaza  9 

4.  Oakland  West  6 

5.  Fruitvale  12 

6.  Coliseum  10 

7.  San  Leandro  12 

8.  Bayfair  18 

9.  Hayward  17 

10.  South  Hayward  9 

1 1 . Union  City  16 

12.  Fremont  19 

13.  Irvington  9 


Other  Transit  Centers 

1 . Hilltop  Mall  10 

2.  Contra  Costa  College  14 

3.  Chabot  College  12 

4.  Southshore  Shopping  Center  4 

5.  Montclair  11 

6.  Eastmont  Mai  1 7 

7.  Newpark  8 

8 . Newpark  Mai  1 7 
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Priori  tv 

2 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 


2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 
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TABLE  2 


Comprehensive  Service  Plan 
Transit  Center 

Geographical  Project  Groupings 


Prioritv-I  Sites 

Prioritv-II  Sites 

GrouD  #1 

Group  0} 

El  Cerrito/Del  Norte  BART 
Contra  Costa  College 

Hilltop  Mall 
Richmond  BART 
El  Cerrito  Plaza 
BART 

GrouD  #2 

GrouD  #2 

Fruitvale  BART 
Montcl ai r 
Eastmont  Mai  1 

Oakland  West  BART 
Coliseum  BART 
Southshore  Shopping 
Center 

GrouD  0 3 

Group  #3 

San  Leandro  BART 
Bayfair  BART 
Hayward  BART 
Chabot  College 

South  Hayward  BART 
Station 

GrouD  #4 

GrouD  #4 

Union  City  BART 
Fremont  BART 
Irvington  BART 

Newark 
Newpark  mal 1 

Priority  I Sites  are  facilities  which  should  be  in  place  before 
route  restructuring  can  be  implemented  in  the  geographic  sub 
area. 


Priority  II  Sites  are  facilities  in  which  interim  arrangements 
can  be  made  to  accommodate  buses  and  passengers,  should  it  not 
be  possible  to  complete  this  facility  prior  to  implementation  of 
route  restructuring. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDI  nJRE  PLAN 

Project:  Transit  Facilities  Development-Chabot  College 

Operator:  A1 ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

Date:  December  13,  1990 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 1 
! IMPLEMENTATION!  FY  90/91 

i 

i 

i 

FY  91/92  ! 

FY  ! 

FY  ! 

! SCHEDULE:  ! Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4! 

i i i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

! TASK  1:  ! 

j 

1 

i 

! Acquisition  ! 

i i _ 

1 

i 

i 

i . 

j 

i 

! TASK  2:  i 

j 

i 

j 

! Envi ronmental ! 

i i 

1 

i 

i 

i . 

j 

i 

! TASK  3:  ! 

j 

1 

; 

! Prelim.  ! 

i 

j 

! Engineering  ! 

i i 

i 

i 

j 

i . 

i 

i 

! TASK  4:  ! 

i 

i 

i 

! Final  Design  ! 

i i 

i 

i 

i . 

j 

i . 

! TASK  5:  ! 

i 

j 

| 

! Construction  ! 

i i 

1 

i 

i 

i . 

j 

i 

0:  Clearances  and  Approvals 

i i i i i i 

! EXPENDITURE  ! 

i 

i 

i 

! PLAN  ! FY  90/91 

i _ i 

j 

i 

FY  91/92  ! 

i . 

FY  ! 

i . 

FY  ! 

! UMTA  SEC.  9 ! 

i 

$1,046,624  ! 

i 

UMTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


261,656 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$1,308,280 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Envi ronmental /Contami nant  Cleanup/Construction  Costs 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Two  year,  $1,000,000  program  to  bring  all  AC  Transit  Facilities  up  to 
standards  regarding  water  treatment,  underground  tank  monitoring,  and 
ground  water  testing. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  & Garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  * TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-6 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 800,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $ 200,000  SOURCE:  Toll  Bridge  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,000,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X369 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(20)(9) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Sections  15302  & 15308 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  I 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  for--l  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes-:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

FY  92  Thru  FY  93  Environmental  and  Contaminant  Cleanup  Program 

The  District  requests  deobligation  of  $1,000,000  ($800,000  of 
Federal  funds  and  $200,000  in  Local  Match,  Toll  Bridge  Revenues) 
from  UMTA  Section  9 Grant  CA-09-X369  (FY  89-90).  The  District 
also  requests  that  these  funds  be  reobligated  as  an  addition  to 
funding  requested  for  FY  1991-92.  The  purpose  of  this  request 
is  to  fund  a two  year,  $1,000,000  program  designed  to  bring  all 
AC  Transit  Facilities  up  to  standards  regarding  water  treatment, 
underground  tank  monitoring,  and  ground  water  testing. 

At  the  time  the  project  was  originally  submitted  for  FY  89-90 
programming,  District  staff  had  included  all  divisions  in  the 
project  workscope.  However,  the  District  had  not  yet  determined 
the  full  extent  of  the  envi ronmental /contami nant  cleanup  work 
that  was  needed  at  all  its  facilities,  therefore  UMTA  limited 
the  project  workscope  to  Division  3.  The  projects  for  the 
remainder  of  AC  Transit's  facilities  are  now  better  defined  and 
the  deobligation  of  these  funds  will  not  impact  the  Division  3 
project. 

This  should  not  be  viewed  as  a new  project  workscope  as  the 
intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  fulfill  the  original  project 
workscope.  Preliminary  discussions  have  been  held  with  UMTA  and 
MTC,  and  both  have  agreed  that  the  proposal  to  reobligate  this 
funding  is  consistent  with  the  original  project.  Accordingly, 
the  regional  Capital  Priorities  Task  Force  gave  their  approval 
on  Friday,  July  12,  1991,  to  proceed  with  this  request.  The 
deobligation/reobligation  process  is  also  being  proposed  at 
UMTA 1 S request,  due  to  the  excessive  amount  of  UMTA  staff  time 
required  to  process  a grant  amendment. 

Background 

The  AC  Transit  District  was  created  in  1956  as  a special  transit 
district  and  in  1960  expanded  to  include  portions  of  both 
Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  County.  In  1960,  AC  Transit  purchased 
the  privately  owned  Key  System  including  its  support 
facilities.  The  old  Key  System  facilities  were  constructed  in 
1937  and  1947. 
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Recognizing  that  its  existing  facilties  had  become  obsolete  and 
inadequate  to  support  operations  effectively,  in  1977,  AC 
Transit  obtained  approval,  with  assistance  from  MTC,  for  an  UMTA 
sponsored  comprehensive  facilities  master  plan  technical  study. 
That  study,  titled  "A-  Master  Plan  of  Bus  Maintenance,  Service 
Garage,  and  Other  Facilities,"  conducted  by  the  consultant  firm 
of  Wilber  Smith  and  Associated,  was  completed  in  early  1979. 

The  study  confirmed  that  the  District's  available  maintenance 
and  operating  facilities  had  become  inadequate  to  support 
existing  operations  effectively  and  efficiently  and  that  major 
investments,  involving  both  construction  of  new  facilities  and 
rehabilitation  of  existing  facilities,  were  not  only  necessary 
but  imperative  to  support  existing  needs. 

The  District  embarked  on  its  major  construction  program  with  the 
award  of  a contract  for  office  building  renovation  at  Central 
Maintenance  in  June,  1982.  Since  then  construction  contracts 
initially  totaling  $83.7  million  have  been  awarded  (not 
including  the  contract  with  Kaiser  Engineers  for  engineering, 
developing  and  construction  management)  for  projects  at  our 
Central  Maintenance  Facility,  Training  Center,  Division  2 
(Emeryville),  Division  4 (Seminary),  Division  6 (Hayward)  and 
Division  3 (Richmond). 

All  of  the  District  properties  went  through  environmental 
assessments  beginning  in  the  1980's.  Preliminary  engineering 
and  design  plans  were  drafted,  UMTA  grants  obtained  and  finally, 
contracts  let.  Since  the  mid-1980's,  national  and  state 
awareness  has  resulted  in  strengthened  environmental 
requirements  regarding  water  treatment,  underground  tank 
monitoring,  ground  water  testing,  and  contaminant  removal  far 
beyond  the  requirements  in  effect  when  the  District  first 
awarded  the  construction  contracts.  These  changes  in 
environmental  regulations  have  resulted  in  unexpected  project 
requirments  that  have  significantly  increased  the  costs  of  the 
District's  construction  programs.  As  an  example,  Divisions  2, 

3,  4,  and  6 were  forced  to  make  structural  and  equipment 
changes,  remove  contaminants,  and  install  or  upgrade  water 
treatment,  underground  tank  monitoring,  and  ground  water  testing 
equipment.  This  greatly  increased  the  costs  of  the  construction 
programs  for  those  facilities. 

Project  Workscope 

The  following  projects  make  up  the  two  year,  $1,000,000  program 
to  bring  all  AC  Transit  Facilities  up  to  the  environmental 
standards  regarding  water  treatment,  underground  tank 
monitoring,  and  ground  water  testing: 

FY  91-92  FY  92-93 

D-2  Underground  Tank  Monitoring  Equip  $130,000 

Gas  Monitoring  Engineering  & Test  48,000 

Diesel  Monitoring  Engineering  & Test  43,000 
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FY  91-92  FY  92-93 


D-4  Diesel  Monitoring  Engineering  & Test  42,000 

Diesel  Test  Well  Installation  40,000 

Underground  Tank  Monitoring  Equip.  40,000 

D-6  Diesel  Monitoring  Engineering  & Test  15,000 

Underground  Tank  Monitoring  Equip.  95,000 

Industrial  Waste  Skimmer  Engineering  30,000 

Industrial  Skimmer  Contract  75,000 

Storm  Water  Treatment  Engineering  70,000 

Storm  Water  Treatment  Contract  200,000 


CMF  Underground  Tank  Monitoring  Equipment 


95,000 


Trng. 

Ctr.  Underground  Tank  Monitoring  Equipment  $ 32,000 


Subtotal:  $828,000  $127,000 

TOTAL  $955,000 


The  additional  $45,000  would  be  used  toward  grant  administration 
costs  or  unexpected  project  costs. 

The  project  workscope  will  be  included  in  our  1992-01  Short 
Range  Transit  Plan. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee:  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

(FY  1991-82  Apportionment  (Est):  $67,019,402  I 

|FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds  (Exp  ): 1,065,746  | 

TOTAL:  $68,085,14 8 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

BART  * $0  $221,900,000  $221,900,000 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  9 Local 

Funds  Match 


Total 
FY  1991-92 
Coat 


BART 


SFO  Airport  Ext.  AA/DEiS 
Walnut  Creek  A.I.P. 
Concord  A t P. 


$129,040 

$2,562,023 

$800,000 


$32,260 

$640,506 

200,000 


$161,300 

$3,202,529 

1,000.000 


$3,491,063  $872,766  $4,363,829 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM $3,491,063  $222.772,766 $22 6,263,829 


For  the  period  July  1,  1991  to  June  30. 1992. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHIIT 

For  Projects  Subir. .red  For  FY i -91-92 

of  MTC's  Iransit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION/BART/SAMTRANS 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  BART  EXTENSION  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL 

AIRPORT  AA/DEIS 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Conduct  alternatives  analysis  and  prepare  environmental  impact  statement 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Long  Range  Planning 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  2c-10  (BART)  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-10 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $129,040  SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (201):  $ 32,260  SOURCE:  San  Mateo 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 161,300 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $1,600,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  N/A 

CEQA  STATUS:  N/A 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the'- compl ai nts  been  addressed? 
Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

These  funds  augment  existing  UMTA  Section  9 funds  to  complete 
the  BART-San  Francisco  Airport  Extension  AA/DEIS.  The  funds  are 
required  to  adequately  address  additional  planning  issues  in  the 
corridor  between  Colma  and  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.  These  issues  concern  alignment  alternatives  and 
environmental  impacts. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  AA/DEIS  - BART  Extenstion  to  SF/O  Airport 
Operator:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  BART/SamTrans 
Date:  7/23/91 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  91/92 

Q1  02  03  04 


FY  92/93 
01  02  03  04 


FY  93/94 

01  02  03  04 


FY  94/95 

01  02  03  04 


TASK  1 : Compt 


AA/DEIS  ! X 

I 

TASK  2:  ! 


TASK  3: 


! EXPENDITURE  ! 
! PLAN  ! 

i i 

FY  91/92 

i 

1 

i 

j 

FY  92/93  ! 

i 

i 

FY  93/94  ! 

i 

FY  94/95  i 

! UMTA  SEC.  9 ! 

129.04 

j 

1 

i 

! UMTA  SEC.  3 ! 

1 

i 

1 

! FAU/FAI  ! 

i 

i 

1 

! OTHER  FED.  ! 

| | 

j 

i 

j 

i 

1 

i 

! STATE  TP&D  ! 

j 

1 

i 

! ARTICLE  XIX  ! 

j 

1 

j 

! PROP  108  BOND! 

j 

1 

1 

! PROP  116  BOND! 

j 

i 

i 

! FCR  ! 

j 

1 

I 

! STAT/LCL  PART! 

1 

1 

! OTHER  STATE  ! 
| | 

j 

i 

i 

I 

i 

! BRIDGE  TOLLS  ! 

1 

1 

| 

! STA  (OP)  ! 

j 

1 

1 

! STA  (REG)  ! 

i 

1 

j 

! LOCAL  FUNDS  ! 

32.26 

1 

1 

I 

! SPECIFY:  ! 

i i 

i i 

1 

; 

_ i _ 

1 

j 

i 

| 

1 

i 

! TOTAL  FUNDS  i 

i i 

161.30 

; 

i 

j 

i _ 

i 

i 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  BART 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  WALNUT  CREEK  ACCESS  IMPROVEMENTS 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  increases  overall  station  accessibility  by  adding  more 
patron  parking  and  bus-handling  capacity.  A multi-level  parking 
structure  will  be  built  on  the  existing  BART-owned  parking  lot. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  7 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  5 CIP  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-10 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,562,023  SOURCE:  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $640,506  SOURCE:  Bridge  Toll  s/TCI 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $12,860,674 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Environmental  assessment  per  23  CFR  771.119 

currently  underway. 

CEQA  STATUS:  Preparation  of  Environmental  impact  report 

currently  underway. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS*: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  f or- : 1 complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

* Contracts  will  adhere  to  BART's  established  competitive  bidding 
guidelines  as  set  forth  in  the- Procurement  Process,  revised 
September  17,  1985  and  Private  Sector  Participation  Policy  and 
Procedures  adopted  December  7,  1987. 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  station  experiences  severe  patron  access  constraints.  The 
parking  lot  fills  early  in  the  morning  peak,  limiting  access  to 
the  system  later  in  the  day  when  ample  passenger-carrying 
capacity  is  available  on  the  trains.  This  inhibits  potential 
patronage  growth  and  fare  revenue  generation. 

The  bus  transit  capital  improvements  are  essential  for  service 
improvements  proposed  by  County  Connection.  The  station 
capacity  increases  will  accommodate  higher  levels  of  bus 
service.  Additional  patron  comfort,  convenience  and  amenities 
are  needed  to  attract  patrons  to  such  new  capacity. 

Improved  bus  transfer  facilities  will  be  provided  including 
increased  capacity  to  accommodate  timed-transfer  operations., 
weather-sheltering  for  waiting  passenger,  additional  and  better 
transit  information  displays,  and  other  patron  amenities.  Bus 
parking,  and  kiss/ride  traffic  will  be  separated  for  improved 
operations  and  safety. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Walnut  Creek  Access  Improvements 

Operator:  BART 

Date:  January  14,  1991 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 1 

i implementation! 

i . 

FY  89/90  ! 

i 

FY  90/91  ! 

i 

FY  91/92  ! 

FY  92/93  ! 

! SCHEDULE : ! 

i i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

! TASK  1:  ! 

i . 

i 

1 

! EIR  ! 

i i 

j 

i . 

| 

i . 

1 

i 

! TASK  2:  ! 

j 

i 

j 

! RFP  Prep.  ! 

i i 

j 

i . 

1 

i 

1 

i 

! TASK  3:  ! 

i 

1 

i 

! BID  ! 

i i 

i 

i . 

1 

i 

j 

i 

! TASK  4:  ! 

1 

i 

i . 

! Construction  ! 

i i . 

1 

i 

1 

, i . 

1 

i . 

0:  Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE  ! 
PLAN  ! 

i 

FY  90/91 

! FY  91/92 

UMTA  SEC.  9 ! 
UMTA  SEC.  3 ! 
FAU/FAI  ! 
OTHER  FED.  ! 

i 

800,000 

! 2,562,023 

STATE  TP&D  ! 
ARTICLE  XIX  ! 
PROP  108  BOND! 
PROP  116  BOND! 
FCR  ! 
STAT/LCL  PART! 
OTHER  STATE  ! 

i 

! 1,186,067 

BRIDGF  TOLLS  ! 
STA  (OP)  ! 
STA  (REG)  ! 

800,000 

! 1,186,068 

LOCAL  FUNDS  ! 
SPECIFY:  ! 

1 

i 

! 6,926,516 

TOTAL  FUNDS  !1 

i 

,000,000 

! 1 1 ,860,674 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  BART 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CONCORD  ACCESS  IMPROVEMENTS 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  increases  overall  station  accessibility  by  adding 
more  patron  parking  and  bus-handling  capacity.  A multi-level 
parking  structure  will  be  built  on  the  existing  BART-owned  parking 
lot. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  7 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Page  5 CIP  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-10 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $800,000  SOURCE:  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $200,000  SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls  & TCI 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $14,594,304 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Environmental  assessment  per  23  CFR  771.119 

currently  underway. 

CEQA  STATUS:  Preparation  of  Environmental  impact  report 

currently  underway. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS:* 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  We  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  nameb  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the- compl ai nts  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

* Contracts  will  adhere  to  BART's  established  competitive  bidding 
guidelines  as  set  forth  in  the  Procurement  Process,  revised 
September  17,  1985,  and  Private  Sector  Participation  Policy  and 
Procedures  adopted  December  7,  1 987 . 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  station  experiences  severe  patron  access  constraints.  The 
parking  lot  fills  early  in  the  morning  peak,  limiting  access  to 
the  system  later  in  the  day  when  ample  passenger-carrying 
capacity  is  available  on  the  trains.  This  inhibits  potential 
patronage  growth  and  fare  revenue  generation. 

The  bus  transit  capital  improvements  are  essential  for  service 
improvements  proposed  by  County  Connection.  The  station 
capacity  increases  will  accommodate  higher  levels  of  bus 
service.  Additional  patron  comfort,  convenience  and  amenities 
are  needed  to  attract  patrons  to  such  new  capacity. 

Improved  bus  transfer  facilities  will  be  provided,  including 
increased  capacity  to  accommodate  timed-transfer  operations, 
weather-sheltering  for  waiting  passengers,  additional  and  better 
transit  information  displays,  and  other  patron  amenities.  Bus, 
parking,  and  kiss/ride  traffic  will  be  separated  for  improved 
operations  and  safety. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Concord  Access  Improvements 

Operator:  BART 

Date:  January  1.4,  1991 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 1 
! IMPLEMENTATION! 

_ _ i 

FY  89/90  ! 

i 

FY  90/91  ! 

i 

FY  91/92  ! 

FY  92/93  ! 

! SCHEDULE:  ! 

i i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

Ql  02  03  04! 

_ i 

01  02  03  04! 

! TASK  1:  ! 

| . 

| 

j 

! EIR  ! 

i i 

1 

i 

| 

i 

I 

i 

! TASK  2:  ! 

i 

i 

1 

! RFP  Prep.  ! 

i i 

1 

i 

; 

i 

1 

i 

! TASK  3:  ! 

1 

| 

i 

! BID  ! 

i i 

i 

i 

j 

_ i 

j 

i 

! TASK  4:  ! 

i 

i 

_ i . 

! Construction  ! 

i i 

1 

i 

i 

i . 

i 

i 

0:  Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE  ! 
PLAN:  ! 

i 

FY  91/92 

! FY  92/93 

UMTA  SEC.  9 i 

800,000 

UMTA  SEC.  3 ! 

FAU/FAI  ! 

OTHER  FED.  ! 

| 

STATE  TP&D  i 

100,000 

! 1,359,430 

ARTICLE  XIX  ! 

PROP  108  BOND! 

PROP  116  BOND! 

FCR  ! 

STAT/LCL  PART! 

OTHER  STATE  ! 

| 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  ! 

100,000 

i 1,359,431 

STA  (OP)  ! 

STA  (REG)  ! 

LOCAL  FUNDS  ! 

! 10,875,443 

SPECIFY:  ! 

j 

i . 

TOTAL  FUNDS  ! 

1,000,000 

! 13,594,304 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee:  CENTRAL  CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED , 

|FY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Est ): *  *67,019,402 

| FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds  (Exp.): 1,065,746 

TOTAL.  *66,085,148 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Fund6  Match  Cost 

CCCTA  * *1,486,864  *11,785,123  *13,271,987 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 
FY  1991-92 
Cost 


UMTA  Section  9 Local 

Funds  Match 


CCCTA 

[Paratransit  Facility 


*1,564  ,000  *391,000  *1,955,000  | 

*1,564,000  *391,000  *1,955,000 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM  *3,050,864  *12,176,123 *15,226,987 


* For  the  period  July  1, 1991  to  June  30. 1992 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  CENTRAL  CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CC13  Construction  and/or  Modification  of  a 

Paratransit  Mai nt enance/Operat ions /Admi ni strati ve 
Facility 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Construction  and/or  modification  of  a 

maintenance/operations/administrative  paratransit  facility.  Project 
includes  evaluating  site  locations,  selecting  and  modifying  a site, 
environmental  assessment,  planning,  specification,  and  engineering, 
project  management,  and  construction  and/or  modification  of  a 
paratransit  facility. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Operating  Yards  and  Station/Vehicle  Maintenance 

Shops  and  Garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  III-4  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-25 


6.  PROPOSED 

FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$1,564,000 

SOURCE: 

Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED 

LOCAL  MATCH  (201): 

$391,000 

SOURCE: 

Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,955,000 


9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 17(c)(17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference;  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

In  February  1989,  a team  of  independent  consultants  retained  by 
CCCTA,  with  the  cooperation  of  MTC  and  the  Paratransit 
Coordinating  Council,  completed  a study  to  determine  how 
paratransit  services  should  be  administered  in  the  CCCTA  service 
area.  This  report,  which  was  ultimately  accepted  by  the  CCCTA 
Board  of  Directors,  recommended  that  CCCTA  assume  management 
oversight  for  all  public  paratransit  services  in  central  Contra 
Costa  County. 

This  took  place  in  the  Fall  of  1989  with  the  official  assumption 
of  these  services  effective  January  1,  1990.  In  July  1990, 

CCCTA  will  have  complete  responsibility  for  all  three  central 
County  paratransit  services,  per  agreement  with  the  operators 
and  CCCTA 1 s 11  member  jurisdictions. 

As  part  of  this  transition  of  responsibility  CCCTA  expected  to 
be  able  to  use  the  maintenance  facilities  of  the  City  of  Walnut 
Creek  to  house,  repair,  and  maintain  paratransit  vehicles. 

CCCTA  has  learned  that  the  City  of  Walnut  Creek  will  not  be  able 
to  continue  this  arrangement  past  the  Spring  of  1990  as  Caltrans 
will  be  taking  over  a significant  portion  of  the  corporation 
yard  to  widen  1-680.  As  a consequence  CCCTA  will  have  to  find 
other  facilities  to  house,  repair,  and  maintain  paratransit 
vehicles. 

Because  of  current  land  use  patterns  in  the  central  area  of  the 
County,  locating  a site  that  can  accommodate  a light  industrial 
facility  such  as  the  needed  paratransit  center  is  either 
impossible  or  very  expensive.  Thus,  the  best  option  is  to 
develop  a paratransit  facility  on  CCCTA  land  at  the  current 
Administrative/Operations/Maintenance  facility.  CCCTA  owns  the 
land  the  facility  would  be  on,  so  there  would  be  no  acquisition 
of  land  required.  The  required  administrative  facilities  would 
have  to  be  constructed;  however,  some  savings  in  sharing 
underground  fuel  tanks  and  washing  facilities  could  be  realized. 

Another  advantage  of  this  option  is  that  it  would  provide  a 
relatively  low  cost  facility  to  house  all  of  CCCTA's  paratransit 
services  at  the  same  location  where  buses,  maintenance, 
operations,  and  administrative  facilities  are.  This  would  allow 
all  of  CCCTA  maintenance,  operations,  and  administrative  staff 
to  be  in  one  place.  This  arrangement  would  provide  for  cost 
savings  in  paratransit  operations.  Also,  efficiency  would 
benefit  as  maintenance  personnel  and  paratransit  vehicles  would 
be  in  the  same  location.  Thus,  as  potential  problems  arise, 
they  could  be  fixed  quicker  thereby  promoting  more  reliable 
service  as  CCCTA  experiences  fewer  breakdowns  and  roadcalls. 
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Construction  of  a permanent  facility  for  paratransit  operations 
and  maintenance  would  reduce  the  costs  to  operate  these  contract 
services  as  there  would  be  no  lease  costs  to  pass  on  to  CCCTA. 
Also,  a permanent  site  will  allow  for  reliable  service  by 
avoiding  service  interruptions  if  contractors  proved  to  be 
unreliable.  By  controlling  the  paratransit  facility,  CCCTA  can 
maintain  the  level  of  paratransit  it  needs  to  when  it  becomes 
necessary  to  change  contractors.  Either  one  of  these  potential 
paratransit  facility  sites  will  enhance  the  coordination  of 
paratransit  services  in  the  area  which  is  an  important  goal  of 
both  the  above  referenced  consultant  study  and  MTC  itself. 

A permanent  base  will  help  ensure  that  CCCTA  can  reasonably 
guarantee  uninterrupted  paratransit  services  to  the  elderly  and 
disabled  communities.  Existing  paratransit  services  are 
currently  operating  to  the  full  extent  of  available  resources. 
Even  if  leased  facilities  are  available,  the  costs  could  be 
prohibitive.  CCCTA  would  have  no  choice  but  to  reduce  service 
levels  if  lease  costs  were  as  high  as  expected.  In  this  event, 
many  transit  dependent  people  could  be  left  without  any  means  to 
get  around.  This  will  exacerbate  the  unmet  demand  that 
currently  exists  for  E&H  services  in  Central  County  (the  above 
referenced  study  documented  a pattern  of  trip  denials  to  lack  of 
space  in  existing  vehicles). 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Paratransit  Facility 

Operator:  CCCTA 

Date:  7/29/91 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


! IMPLEMENTATION! 

FY  90/91  ! 

FY  91/92  ! 

FY  92/93  ! 

FY  93/94  ! 

! SCHEDULE : ! 

i i 

01  Q2  03  04! 

i . 

01  02  03  04! 

i . 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i TASK  1:  !- 

i 

1 

1 

i 

i 

j 

i 

j 

i 

! Del.  Specs  ! 

i i 

i TASK  2:  i 

i 

1 

j 

i . 

1 

i 

I 

i 

! Procure  Award! 

i i 

i TASK  3:  ! 

i 

i 

i 

i 

1 

i . 

I 

i _ 

! Del.  Install  ! 

i i 

! j i i i i 
! i | i j i 
i i i i i i 

EXPENDITURE  ! 

PLAN  (000$):  ! FY  90/91 

i 

i 

i 

i 

1 

FY  91/92  ! 

i 

FY  92/93 

i 

! FY  93/94 

i 

UMTA  SEC.  9 ! 

i 

j 

1 ,564 

i 

UMTA  SEC.  3 ! 

1 

j 

j 

FAU/FAI  ! 

j 

1 

i 

OTHER  FED.  ! 

| 

j 

i 

j 

t 

; 

i 

STATE  TP&D  ! 

1 

1 

1 

ARTICLE  XIX  ! 

i 

1 

j 

PROP  108  BOND! 

1 

1 

j 

PROP  116  BOND! 

] 

i 

j 

FCR  ! 

1 

j 

1 

STAT/LCL  PART! 

i 

1 

OTHER  STATE  ! 

| 

i 

1 

i 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  i 

1 

j 

391 

j 

STA  (OP)  ! 

i 

; 

2 

STA  (REG)  ! 

1 

; 

2 

LOCAL  FUNDS  ! 

1 

j 

j 

SPECIFY:  ! 

i 

i 

2 

i 

_ i _ 

; 

j 

i _ 

j 

j 

i 

TOTAL  FUNDS  ! 

i 

j 

i 

j 

i 

1,955 

i 

i 
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SAN  FRANCISCO /OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee  CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  (FOR  CALTRAIN) 


UMTA  SECTION  8 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

|FY  1991-62  Apportionment  (Est  ):  $67,018,402  I 

I FY  1880-81  Carryover  Funds  (Exp  ): 1,065  746  | 

TOTAL  $66,085,146 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1981-82 
Net 

UMTA  Section  8 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Co6t 

CalTrain  * $682,225  $9,658,008  $10,350,233 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  8 Local 

Funds  Match 


Total 
FY  1981-82 
Cost 


CalTrain 


[No  Capital  Projects 

$0 

$0 

$0  | 

$0 

$0 

$0 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM 

$692,225 

$9,658,008 

$10,350,233 

* For  the  period  July  1.  1981  to  June  30.  1992. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee:  GOLDEN  GATE  BRIDGE,  HIGHWAY,  AND  TRANSPORTATION  DISTRICT 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

[FY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Est ):  $67,019,402  I 

|FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds  (Exp  ) 1,065,746  ] 

TOTAL:  $68,085,146 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

GGBHTD  * $1,457,476  $32,678,672  $34,136,148 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  FY  1991-02 

Funds  Match  Cost 


GGBHTD 


(No  Capital  Projects 

$0 

$0 

$0  | 

$0 

$0 

$0 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM 

$1,457,476 

$32,678,672 

$34,136,148 

* For  the  period  July  1,  1991  to  June  30.  1992. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO /OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

jFY  1861-92  Apportionment  (Est ):  $67,018,402  I 

|FY  1890-81  Carryover  Funds  (Exp  ): 1,065,746  [ 

TOTAL:  $66,085,146 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1881-82 
Net 

UMTA  Section  8 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

LA  VTA *  * $0  $4,006,818  $4,006,818 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


LA  VTA 

| No  Capital  Protects 


Total 

UMTA  Section  8 Local  FY  1881-82 

Funds  Match  Cost 


_$0 $0_ 

$0  $0 


$0 

$0 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM 


$0 $4,006,818 $4  006,818 


* For  the  period  July  1.  1881  to  June  30.  1882 

May  be  amended  when  LA  VTA  qualifies  lor  Section  8 Operating  Funds 
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SAN  FRANCISCO /OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient.  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

|FY  1991-82  Apportionment  (Est.):  $67,018  402 

|fY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds  (Exp.): 1 ,065,746 

TOTAL:  $66,085,148 

I PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  I 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


UMTA  Section  9 Local 

Funds  Match 

FY  1991-92 

Net 

Project 

Cost 

S.F.MUNI  * $7,532,454  $176,066,000 

$183,598,454 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

UMTA  Section  9 Local 

Funds  Match 

S F MUNI 

Total 
FY  1991-92 
Cost 

Cable  Car  Rehabilitation  $490,000  $122,500 

Fixed  Facility  Rehab/Improvement  $4,304,480  1,076,120 

Trolley  OVHD  Recon slruct-Rt  #14  $3,186,852  796,713 

Trolley  Coach  Purchase  (65  Artie)  $18,837,943  4.709.486 

$612,500 

5,380.600 

3.983.565 

23.547.429 

$26,819,275  $6,704,819 

$33,524,094 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM:  $34,351,729  $182,770,819 

$217,122,548 

* For  the  period  July  1,  1991  to  June  30,  1992. 

41 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CABLE  CAR  RECONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  provides  for  the  phased  reconstruction  of  the  cable  car 
fleet. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

TIP  PAGE 

REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$490,000 

SOURCE: 

Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (101): 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%): 

$61,250 

$61,250 

SOURCE: 

SOURCE: 

TCI 

Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $612,500 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR 

771 .117(0(14) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State 

EIR  Guidelines  15301(d) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  prpject? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the- complaints  been  addressed? 
Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  provides  for  the  phased  reconstruction  of  the  cable 
car  fleet.  Two  to  three  cars  will  be  reconstructed  each  year. 
The  project  will  enhance  cable  car  system  reliability  and 
productivity. 

Although  there  are  no  motors  or  transmissions  to  wear  out,  after 
a certain  amount  of  time  cable  cars  deteriorate  to  the  point 
that  a complete  reconstruction  is  needed.  It  is  estimated  that 
the  life  of  a caf  is  about  60-70  years;  a major  rehab  will  allow 
them  to  operate  another  30-35  years.  Most  of  the  current  Powell 
cable  car  fleet  was  originally  constructed  between  1887  and 
1891.  The  extensive  rehab  of  the  Powell  cars  in  the  1950s  and 
1960s  was  done  when  the  cars  were  about  60-70  years  old.  Thus, 
the  cars  are  now  at  or  nearing  the  point  of  needing  major 
reconstruction.  Most  of  the  current  California  cars  were  built 
between  1907  and  1914  and  have  never  had  a major  construction. 
Thus,  they  too  are  in  need  of  major  rehab  or  major 
reconstruction. 

Currently  each  car  is  unique  and  parts  must  be  fabricated  to  the 
distinct  specifications  of  that  car.  Mass  production, 
fabrication  of  a stock  of  parts,  or  trading  out  parts  are  not 
possible.  Often  times  a replacement  part  cannot  be  fabricated 
until  the  old  one  is  removed  from  the  car  and  that  used  as  a 
pattern  for  the  new  part.  This  greatly  increases  the  down  time 
of  the  car.  One  goal  of  the  reconstruction  program  is  to 
establish  standard  specifications  for  all  cars  using  the 
Powell/Hyde  and  California  cars  as  standards.  This  would  allow 
for  mass  production  of  parts;  development  of  a stock  of  parts; 
increasing  the  amount  of  work  that  can  be  done  at  the  Cable  Car 
Barn,  thus  reducing  the  time  and  cost  of  moving  cars  to  the 
Woods  Carpentry  Shop;  and  reducing  the  down  time  of  cars  being 
repaired.  Variability  in  architectural  effect  could  be 
accomplished  through  use  of  different  window  or  door  treatments 
and  exterior  body  color  schemes. 

All  major  rehabilitations  to  date  have  included  a complete 
disassemble,  pattern  development,  fabrication,  reassembly,  and 
painting  of  the  cars.  In  all  instances,  every  component  but  the 
roof  and  some  seats  has  been  replaced.  It  appears  prudent  to 
entertain  the  idea  of  not  overhauling  older  cars,  but  to  use  the 
standard  patterns  to  build  a new  car.  This  would  save  all  of 
the  demolition  and  repatterning  cost.  Furthermore,  the  old  cars 
could  potentially  be  leased  to  tourist  attractions  for  permanent 
display,  thereby  producing  an  ongoing  revenue  source.  Resources 
could  be  saved  on  one  end  (reduced  overhaul  expenses)  and 
accrued  on  the  other  end  (leased  income).  It  should  be 
determined  on  a car-by-car  basis  which  would  best  be  rehabed  and 
which  should  be  leased,  and  a new  operating  car  built. 
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PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  September  1,  1990 


A Cable  Car  Fleet  Plan  has  been  completed,  which  presents  an 
analysis  of  the  condition  of  each  car  and  the  amount  of  work 
needed  on  each  car,  and  sets  up  a short-term  rehabilitation  and 
long-term  reconstruction  program. 
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| IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  Cable  Car  Reconstruction  Program 

I Operator:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

Date:  7/29/91 

- Initial  Clearances  Required: 

V (Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

! 

i 

] 

! 

I 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  91/92 
01  02  03  04 


FY  92/93 
01  02  03  04 


FY  93/94 
01  02  03  04 


FY  94/95 
01  02  03  04 


TASK  1: 

Plang  & Sched 


TASK  2: 

Phased 
Reconstruction 

TASK  3: 


EXPENDITURE 


PLAN  ! 

i 

FY  91/92  ! 

i 

FY  92/93  ! 

i 

FY  93/94  ! 

i 

FY  94/95  ! 
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FAU/FAI  ! 
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i 
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1 

i 

i 

i 
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1 

j 

j 

i 
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i 

1 

i 
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ARTICLE  XIX  ! 
PROP  108  BOND! 
PROP  116  BOND! 
FCR  ! 
STAT/LCL  PART! 
OTHER  STATE  ! 

| 

61,250! 

1 

i 

1 

i 

i 

1 

64,312! 

1 

j 

j 

i 

j 

j 

67,528! 

j 

1 

j 

j 

i 

70,904! 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  ! 
STA  (OP)  ! 

STA  (REG)  ! 

LOCAL  FUNDS  ! 
SPECIFY:  ! 

i 

i 

61,250! 

1 

i 

i 

1 

1 

64,313! 

j 

i 

j 

1 

1 

67,528! 

j 

i 

1 

1 

i 

i 
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TOTAL  FUNDS  i 

612,500! 

642,625! 

675,056! 

675,056! 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  STORAGE  MAINTENANCE  AND  OTHER  FIXED  FACILITIES 

REHABILITATION 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Structural,  ventilation,  and  other  improvements  to  Muni's  existing 
operating  storage,  maintenance,  administration,  and  other  fixed 
facilities 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garages;  (16) 

Other  Fixed  Assets 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  4.9  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-46 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $4,304,480  SOURCE:  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $1,076,120  SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $5,380,600 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $-0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR 

771 . 117(c) ( 1 8 , 1 9)  & (d)(9). 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR 

Guidelines  15301(a) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Most  of  Muni's  operating  facilities  are  over  40  years  old  and 
much  needed  rehabilitation  is  overdue.  The  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  recently  completed  a study  that  indicated  a 
serious  problem  with  deferred  maintenance  in  City  buildings  and 
other  fixed  assets.  It  recommended  a significant  Increase  in 
infrastructure  investment  to  avoid  the  need  for  total 
replacements  later.  The  following  types  of  improvements  are 
essential  to  provide  a safer,  healthier,  and  more  efficient 
operating  environment. 

PHYSICAL  PLANT  IMPROVEMENTS:  These  will  focus  on  future 

facility  requirements.  Space  Planning  and  Functional  Analysis 
of  Presidio  Trolley  Division  and  Office  Building  will  support 
the  proposed  redevelopment  work.  Similarly  seismic  and 
structural  analysis  of  1401  Bryant  Street  will  determine  the 
type  of  reconstruction  appropriate  to  the  building  housing  the 
Overhead  Lines  Shop. 

Security  at  Muni  storage  facilities  has  been  an  ongoing 
concern.  Several  security  improvements  are  proposed,  including 
increased  lighting,  additional  closed  circuit  television  at  the 
yard  entrances  to  monitor  yard  access,  and  improved  yard 
communication.  Projects  are  also  included  to  repair  broken 
pavement  and  sidewalks,  which  present  hazards  to  employees  and 
equipment. 

Electrical  service  improvements  will  be  undertaken  at  various 
locations  throughout  the  system. 

INDUSTRIAL  SAFETY  IMPROVEMENTS:  These  improvements  will  focus 

on  hazardous  waste  identification  and  removal  throughout  Muni's 
fixed  facilities.  Planned  safety  improvements  to  the  BART/Muni 
Metro  subway  will  include  the  introduction  of  wet  stand  pipes 
for  fire  protection  and  replacing  access  doors. 

Additional  work  will  likely  be  necessary  for  environmental 
improvements.  Most  of  Muni's  facilities  are  located  on  former 
Industrial  facilities,  additional  hazardous  waste  identification 
and  removal  will  be  an  ongoing  activity  for  the  foreseeable 
future. 

TROLLEY  OVERHEAD  SYSTEM  REHABILITATION:  This  includes 

modifications  to  the  track  and  overhead  systems  in  the  Geneva 
yard  which  are  necessary  in  order  to  accommodate  PCCs. 

METRO  SYSTEM  IMPROVEMENTS:  Additional  funds  are  budgeted  for 

J-M  Layover  terminals  to  allow  for  greater  passenger  and  service 
capacity,  which  include  high-level  accessible  center  platforms 
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to  ease  crowding  and  speed  boarding,  increased  LRV  storage  capacity 
at  each  terminal,  four  self-service  fare  machines  to  speed  boarding 
at  these  busy  stops,  and  electrically-operated  track  switches  to 
improve  running  time  and  throughput. 

Funds  will  be  budgeted  for  the  design  of  worn  track  special 
work.  Access  improvements  to  the  Forest  Hill  Station  platform 
will  be  proposed.  The  other  areas  of  emphasis  will  be 
replacement  of  fixed  equipment  within  the  Green  Center  which  is 
now  reaching  the  end  of  its  useful  life. 

HEATING  AND  VENTILATION  IMPROVEMENTS:  Funds  will  be  budgeted  to 

design,  remove  and  replace  the  boiler  system  at  Kirkland;  to 
improve  the  air  quality  within  the  Metro  subway  station  booths; 
and  other  improvements  to  heating  and  ventilation  systems 
throughout  the  system. 

CABLE  CAR  ENHANCEMENTS:  Projects  include  reconstruction  of 

trackway  channel  throughout  the  system  and  studies  of  solutions 
to  reduce  noise  from  the  cable  car  track  and  pulley  system. 

Project  Status  as  of  September  1,  1990: 

Each  of  the  above  projects  is  in  a different  state  of 
implementation. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  Overhead  Rehabilitation  Program  - 14  Mission  Line 

Operator:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

Date:  7/29/91 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 1 
! IMPLEMENTATION! 

i . 

FY  91/92  ! 

i 

FY  92/93  i 

i 

FY  93/94  ! 

FY  94/95  ! 

! SCHEDULE:  ! 

i i . 

01  02  03  04! 

i . 

01  02  03  04! 

i 

01  02  03  04! 

i . 

01  02  03  04! 

! TASK  1:  !- 

; i 

i i 

j 

i. 

j 

i 
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I 

. . i 

! TASK  2:  ! 
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i i 

i 

i 

j 

i 

j 
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i 

i TASK  3:  ! ! i ! ! 

i i i _ i i 

i i i i i i 

i i 

! EXPENDITURE  ! 

! PLAN : ! 

i i 

i 

j 

FY  91/92  ! 
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1 

j 

FY  92/93  ! 

1 

1 

j 

FY  93/94  ! 

1 

FY  94/95  ! 

! UMTA  SEC.  9 ! 
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! FAU/FAI  ! 
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1 | 

3,186,852! 

i 

j 

1 

i 

1 

1 

j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

j 

1 
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! STATE  TP&D  ! 
! ARTICLE  XIX  ! 
! PROP  108  BOND! 
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i 

1 

398,357! 

1 

1 
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j 

1 

575,000! 

! PROP  116  BOND! 
! FCR  ! 
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2,100,000! 

1 

1 

1 
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! BRIDGE  TOLLS  ! 
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i 

j 

1 

1 

1 

j 
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1 
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j 

1 

1 

1 
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! SALES  TAX  ! 

i . i 
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1 

2,460,418! 

1 
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1 _ 

! TOTAL  FUNDS  i 

i i 

3,983,565! 

4,958,775! 

4,492,000! 
1 

4, 600, 000 ! 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  OVERHEAD  REHABILITATION  PROGRAM  - 14  MISSION  LINE 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  will  provide  for  the  design  and  reconstruction  of  the 
overhead  system  serving  the  14-Mission  line. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (5)  Power  Generation  and  Distribution  Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  4.12  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-46 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,186,852  SOURCE:  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (9.5%) : $ 379,387  SOURCE:  Art.  TP&D 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10.5%):  $ 417,326  SOURCE:  San  Fran. 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,983,565 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $5,808,822 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR 

771.117(0(18.) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  declaration  finalized  1978. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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V 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

| (If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

In  1978,  the  Municipal  Railway  began  a multi-year  effort  to 
rehabilitate  its  extensive  trolley  coach  overhead  network.,  most 
of  which  was  finally  constructed  in  the  1940's  and  1950's.  The 
project  objective  is  to  maintain  MUNI's  physical  plant  and  to 
avoid  continuing  operational  problems,  reduce  maintenance  costs, 
and  increase  system  reliability.  The  line  currently  being 
rehabilitated  is  the  14-Mission. 

The  reconstruction  work  consists  of  the  replacement  of  all  of 
the  worn  out  components  such  as  substations,  all  of  the 
intersection  special  work  (switches,  crossings,  curve  segments, 
etc.),  trolley  wire,  and  certain  of  the  trolley  poles  and 
tangent  spans  which  have  deteriorated  beyond  repair.  Street 
light,  traffic  signal,  and  trolley  overhead  facilities  will  be 
consolidated  on  single  poles  where  feasible  and  where  such 
consolidation  will  result  in  the  removal  of  excess  poles.  The 
new  construction  and  reconstruction  work  will  be  upgraded  to 
include  features  which  will  provide  a more  reliable  system  with 
regards  to  operations  and  maintenance.  Because  of  the  length  of 
the  14-Mission  line,  the  reconstruction  will  be  done  in  phases. 

Project  Status  as  of  September  1.  1990 

Conceptual  Engineering  on  the  entire  project  has  been 
completed.  Final  design  construction  will  be  done  in  phases. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Overhead  Rehabilitation  Program  - 14  Mission  Line 

Operator:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

Date:  7/29/91 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1 991 -92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ARTICULATED  TROLLEY  PURCHASE  - SECOND  ORDER 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  continues  the  phased  replacement  of  the  Flyer  trolley  coach 
fleet.  FY  1992  element  is  for  64  articulated  trolley  coaches. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  2.37  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-45 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $18,837,944  SOURCE:  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING:  (101)  $ 2,354,743  SOURCE:  TP&D 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (1 01):  $ 2,354,743  SOURCE:  San  Francisco 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $23,547,430 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23 

771 . 1 1 7(a) ( 17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State 

EIR  Guidelines  15302(c) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X_  No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  Municipal  Railway's  trolley  coaches  carry  325,000  daily 
passengers,  roughly  one-fifth  the  region's  ridership.  Many 
trolley  coach  lines  operate  on  very  short  peak  headways  and  are 
currently  very  crowded.  This  makes  them  prime  candidates  for 
articulated  coaches,  which  can  provide  the  needed  additional 
capacity,  while  at  the  same  time  reducing  operating  costs.  The 
Trolley  Coach  Fleet  Plan  proposes  to  replace  the  entire  trolley 
coach  fleet,  which  are  all  standards,  with  mostly  articulated 
coaches  (three-fourths  articulated;  one-fourth  standard),  and  to 
phase  the  purchase  over  a ten-year  period.  Articulated  coaches 
would  be  purchased  first  so  their  benefit  could  be  realized  as 
early  as  possible. 

MUNI's  current  trolley  coach  fleet  of  345  Fyler  standard  coaches 
was  acquired  in  a single  purchase  in  1976.  It  is  assumed  that 
the  economic  life  of  a trolley  coach  is  about  18  years.  In 
order  phase  the  purchase  over  ten  years,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
retire  some  coaches  before  this  age  is  reached  and  some  after  it 
is  reached.  The  replacement  plan  is  such  that  the  average 
retirement  age  of  the  coaches  will  be  20.6  years. 

It  has  been  assumed  for  some  time,  and  confirmed  in  the  Trolley 
Coach  Fleet  Plan,  that  there  are  three  trolley  lines  that  are 
extremely  crowded  and  need  additional  capacity  as  soon  as  it  can 
be  provided.  All  now  run  on  either  three-  or  four-minutes  peak 
headways,  and  are  thus  prime  candidates  for  artic  trolleys. 

These  lines  are  the  14-Mission  (59,600  daily  riders),  the 
30/45-Stockton  (45,400  daily  riders),  and  the  1-California 
(31,600  daily  riders).  Thus,  over  136,000  daily  Muni  riders  are 
affected  by  this  project. 

The  cost  of  the  coaches  is  based  upon  recent  bids  and  is  shown 
in  escalated  dollars.  The  coaches  will  feature  extra-wide  doors 
and  heavy-duty  suspension.  The  cost  estimates  include  71  sales 
tax;  inspection,  acceptance,  and  delivery  charges;  spare  parts 
and  engines;  and  the  installation/replacement  of  fareboxes,  AVL 
equipment,  and  radios. 

Project  Status  As  of  September  1.  1990 

A Trolley  Coach  Fleet  Plan,  1990-2000  has  been  prepared.  No 
specific  work  has  begun  on  this  project  yet. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Articulated  Trolley  Purchase  - Second  Order 
Operator:  San  Franci scorn  Muni ci pal  Railway 
Date:  7/29/91 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 1 
! IMPLEMENTATION! 
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i . 
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! ! ! ! ! ! 
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1 iiii! 
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! EXPENDITURE  ! 
! PLAN:  ! 

i i 

j 
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j 
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j 
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; 

1 ,870,000! 

j 

5,932,500! 
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j 

1 _ 
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! TOTAL  FUNDS  ! 

i i 
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18,700,000! 

1 

53,200,000! 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Reciptent  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee  SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


UMTA  SECTION  0 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 
|FY  1981-82  Apportionment  (Est  ):  $67,018,402  I 

|FY  1880-81  Carryover  Funds  (Exp.): 1,065,746  | 

TOTAL  $66,065,146 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1881-82 
Net 

UMTA  Section  8 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

SamTrans  * $1,510,058  $32,741,142  $34,251,200 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 

UMTA  Section  8 Local  FY  1880-81 

Funds  Match  Cost 


SamTrans 

I Replacement  Buses  (62  STD)  $12,400,000  3,100,000  $15,500,000  I 

| Replacement  Vans  (18  Redi-wheels) $1,211,440 302,860 1,514,300  | 

$13,611,440  $3,402,860  $17,014,300 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM  $15,121,486  $36,144,002 $51,265,500 


For  the  period  July  1 , 1881  to  June  30,  1882. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAMTRANS 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  REPLACEMENT  BUSES 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Replacement  of  230  40-foot  buses  between  FY  91/92  and  FY  98/99; 
replacement  of  62  standard  40-foot  buses  in  FY  91/92. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-2 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $12,400,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $3,100,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $15,500,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771  .117(007) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  P.  1-2 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-60 

SOURCE:  UMTA  Sec.  9 

SOURCE:  STA,  Operator 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  District's  bus  replacement  program  assumes  the  useful  life 
of  a bus  is  12  years.  Our  experience  has  shown  that  buses  over 
12  years  old  have  proven  to  significantly  impact  maintenance 
costs.  The  aim  of  our  bus  replacement  schedule  is  to  ultimately 
achieve  an  even  distribution  of  buses  between  the  ages  one  and 
12  years  with  an  average  fleet  age  of  six  years. 

Our  proposed  bus  replacement  program  calls  for  replacement  of 
230  vehicles  between  FY  1991/92  - FY  1998/99.  In  FY  1991/92, 
the  District  will  replace  62  of  its  Flyer  coaches,  in  FY 
1992/93,  another  66  vehicles  will  be  replaced,  in  FY  94/95,  22 
Gillig  buses  as  well  as  50  Gillig  buses  in  FY  1995/96.  In  FY 
97/98  15  Volvo  and  15  Neoplan  buses  (30  buses)  will  be  replaced. 

This  replacement  program  differs  slightly  from  the  replacement 
schedule  submitted  for  FY  1990/91  in  that  the  72  Gillig  coaches 
previously  programmed  for  replacement  in  FY  1995/96  have  been 
split  into  two  orders-  22  in  FY  94/95  and  50  in  95/96.  This 
matches  a normal  replacement  schedule  based  upon  the  standard 
12-year  retirement  schedule.  Also  the  program  includes 
submissions  for  the  expanded  timeframe.  This  replacement 
schedule  conforms  to  UMTA  requirements  and  spare  ratios. 

This  project  will  enable  the  District  to  continue  to  maintain  a 
safe  and  reliable  fleet  and  contain  its  maintenance  costs.  All 
replacement  buses  will  be  assigned  to  existing  service  routes  as 
part  of  the  District's  ongoing  replacement  program.  All  new 
buses  will  comply  with  the  1991  EPA  emission  standards  and  will 
meet  E&H  accessibility  requirements.  The  District  intends  to 
use  its  own  funding  sources  for  any  expansion  vehicles. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Replacement  Buses 

Operator:  SamTrans 

Date:  7/29/91 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAMTRANS 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  REPLACEMENT  PARATRANSIT  VEHICLES 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Replacement  of  19  paratransit  vehicles  In  FY  91/92. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-3,  III-5  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-60 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,211,440  SOURCE:  UMTA  Sec.  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20X) : $ 302,860  SOURCE:  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,514,300 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  III. 119a 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin  Code,  Section  15300(15) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yesr.SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the" complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Our  proposed  van  replacement  program  calls  for  replacement  of  94 
vans  between  FY  91/92  and  FY  98/99.  The  District  will  replace 
19  vans  in  FY  91/92.  20  vans  in  FY  94/95,  29  vans  in  FY  95/96 

and  26  vans  in  FY  98/99. 

This  project  will  enable  the  District  to  continue  to  maintain  a 
safe  and  reliable  fleet  and  contain  its  maintenance  costs.  All 
new  vans  will  comply  with  the  1991  EPA  emission  standards. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Replacement  Paratranslt  Vehicles 

Operator:  SamTrans 

Date:  7/29/91 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 
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UMTA  SEC.  3 
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OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
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PROP  108  BOND 

PROP  116  BOND 

FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 

OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 

STA  (OP) 

i 302,860 

STA  (REG) 

LOCAL  FUNDS 

SPECIFY: 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

! $1,514,306 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee:  CITY  OF  VALLEJO 


UMTA  SECTION  8 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED  

I FV  1981-82  Apportionment  (Est):  $67,016,402  | 

|FY  1090-61  Carryover  Funds  (Exp.): 1,065  746  | 

TOTAL:  $66,085,146 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1681-62 
Net 

UMTA  Section  8 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

Vallejo  * $200,103  $2,881,381  $3,161,481 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 

UMTA  Section  8 Local  FY  1861-62 

Fund6  Match  Cost 


Vallejo 

| No  Capital  Projects 


$0  $0  "Sol 

$0  $0  $0 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM $200  103  $2,891,386 $3,181,481 


For  the  period  July  1, 1861  to  June  30,  1882. 


■ 


FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


SAN  JOSE 
URBANIZED  AREA 


SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

FY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Est ):  *15.630.956 

FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds: 0^ 

TOTAL:  $15,630,956 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


UMTA  Section  9 
UMTA  Section  9 Cumulative 

Funds  Total 


CalTrain  $626,299 

SCCTD 6,019  777 

$6,646,076 

$6,646,076 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  9 
UMTA  Section  9 Cumulative 

Fund6  Total 


Total 

Local  FY  1991-92 

Match  Cost 


SCCTD 

| Replacement  Buses  (55  STD)' 


$11,000,000 

$11,000,000 

$17,646,076 


$2  750,000 
$2. 750,000 


$13,750.000~~| 

$13,750,000 
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SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient;  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 
Grantee:  CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  (FOR  CALTRAIN) 


UMTA  SECTION  0 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

|FY  1091-02  Apportionment  (Est  ):  $15,630,056  I 

[fy  1090-81  Carryover  Funds  (Exp  ) oj 

TOTAL:  $15,630,056 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1001-02 
Net 

UMTA  Section  0 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Coat 

CalTrain  * $626,200  $0,316,468  $0,042,767 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  0 
Funds 


Total 

Local  FY  1001-O2 

Match  Coat 


CalTrain 


|No  Capital  Projects 

$0 

$0 

$0  | 

$0 

$0 

$0 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$626,209 

$9,316,468 

$0,042,767 

* For  the  period  July  1,  1001  to  June  30,  1002 
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SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Grantee:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

I FY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Eat  ):  $15,630,856  I 

|FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds  (Exp.): oj 

TOTAL:  $15,630,856 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1801-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

SCCTD *  * $6,019,777  $118,469,460  $125,469,237 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  9 Local 

Funds  Match 


Total 
FY  1991-82 

Cost 


SCCTD 

| Replacement  Buses  (55  STD)  $11,000,000  $2  750,000  $13,750,000  | 

$11,000,000  $2. 750,000  $13,750,000 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM  $17,019,777  $122,219,460 $139,239,237 


* For  the  period  July  1. 1981  to  June  30,  1992 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SCCTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  BUS  SYSTEM  REPLACEMENTS  FY  92-99 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Replacement  of  three  hundred  and  eighty-two  (40')  Advanced  Design 
Buses  over  the  eight-year  period;  replacement  of  fifty-five  buses  in 
FY  1991-92 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicle 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  38  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-64 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $11,000,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (201):  $2,750,000  SOURCE:  STA,  District  Funds 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $13,750,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 .117(0(17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  13 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  13 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 11 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


8316a. 63 


-67- 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  13 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 
a.  Background 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  SCCTD  to  maintain  an  average  fleet  age  of  6 
years,  which  is  one  half  the  reasonable  life  expectancy  of  12  years 
for  standard  coaches.  The  timing  and  sizing  of  the  replacement  bus 
orders  programmed  are  based  on  1)  the  relative  reliability  of 
sub-fleets;  2)  the  age  of  the  buses  to  be  replaced  and  3)  fleet 
standardization  by  yard.  The  SCCTD' s FY  91  SRTP  pages  37  and  38 
contain  additional  criteria  for  determining  bus  replacement 
eligibility  and  schedule. 

The  following  table  shows  the  replacement  schedule  up  to  FY  99; 
Program  No.  of  Coaches 


Year 

to  be  reDlaced 

Type 

Age 

Funding 

91-92 

55 

Gruman 

12 

Sec  9/STA 

Flxibles 

92-93 

50 

" 

13 

Sec  9/STA 

93-94 

50 

" 

14 

Sec  9/STA 

94-95 

50 

" 

14 

Sec  9/STA 

95-96 

42 

Fix-Metro 

12 

Sec  9/STA 

96-97 

42 

Fix-Metro 

12 

Sec  9/STA 

97-98 

44 

Fix-Metro 

12 

Sec  9/STA 

98-99 

49 

Fix-Metro 

12 

Sec  9/STA 

The  total  project  cost  includes  the  cost  for  wheelchair 
accessibility,  electronic  destination  sign,  project  administration 
and  contingency. 

b.  Project  Merit 

1 . Passenger  Benefi ts 

The  bus  replacement  program  is  essential  to  maintaining 
service  reliability,  and  schedule  adherence. 

2.  System  Productivity 

The  bus  replacement  program  Is  essential  to  a reasonable 
mechanical  maintenance  program.  The  operation  of  old  and 
high  maintenance  requirement  buses  results  in  a 
proportionately  higher  cost  in  maintenance  effort  for 
those  subfleets  than  for  the  rest  of  the  fleet. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  schedule  and  expenditure  plan 


Project:  Replacement  Bus  Procurement 

Operator:  SCCTD 

Date:  January  11,  1991 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  91/92 
01  02  03  04 


FY  92/93 
01  02  03  04 


FY  93/94 
01  02  03  04 


FY  94/95 
01  02  03  04 


TASK  1: 


Procure  55 


Addtnl  Buses 
TASK  2: 


TASK  3: 


! EXPENDITURE  ! 
! PLAN:  ! 

i i 

i 

FY  91/92  ! 

i 

i 

FY  92/93  i 

i 

| 

FY  93/94  ! 

i 

FY  94/95  ! 

! UMTA  SEC.  9 ! 

! UMTA  SEC.  3 ! 

! FAU/FAI  ! 

! OTHER.  FED.  ! 

1 | 

$11,000,000! 

j 

i 

i 

i 

i 

j 

j 

j 

i 

i 

i 

1 

i 

i 

! STATE  TP&D  S 
! ARTICLE  XIX  ! 
! PROP  108  BOND! 
! PROP  116  BOND! 
! FCR  ! 
! STAT/LCL  PART! 
! OTHER  STATE  ! 

i i 

j 

j 

j 

j 

1 

j 

2,750,000! 

i 

j 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

; 

i 

j 

i 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

i 

! BRIDGE  TOLLS  i 
! STA  (OP)  ! 

! STA  (REG)  ! 

! LOCAL  FUNDS  ! 
! SPECIFY:  ! 

; j 

i i 

j 

j 

j 

1 

j 

i 

| 

j 

| 

| 

i 

i 

1 

I 

j 

i 

1 

i 

i 

! TOTAL  FUNDS  !$ 

i i 

13,750,000! 

i 

j 

i 

| 

i 
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FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


ANTIOCH/PITTSBURG 
URBANIZED  AREA 


ANTIOCH  / PITTSBURG  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

FY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Est ):  $703,575 

FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds 1,197,987 

TOTAL:  $1,901,562 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


UMTA  Section  9 
UMTA  Section  9 Cumulative 

Funds  Total 


BART 


_$0 

$0 

$0 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


BART 

| No  Capital  ProjeciT 


UMTA  Section  9 Total 

UMTA  Section  9 Cumulative  Local  FY  1991-92 

Fund6  Total  Match  Cost 


_0 0 0_ 

$0  $0  $0 

$0 
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ANTIOCH  / PITTSBURG  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


Grantee  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TFIANSIT  DISTRICT 


UMTA  SECTION  P FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

I F Y 1 881-81  Apportionment  (Est ) $703,575 

|FY  1 990-81  Carryover  Funds  >1,197,987 

TOTAL:  $1,901,562 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

BART  * $0  >0  $0 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  FY  1991-92 

Fund6  Match  Cost 


BART 


[No  Capital  Projects 

0 

0 

ol 

$0 

$0 

>0 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM 

$0 

$0 

$0 

* For  the  period  July  1.  1991  to  June  30,  1992. 
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FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


FAIRFIELD 
URBANIZED  AREA 


FAIRFIELD  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


UMTA  Section  9 Funds  Programmed 

FY  1991-82  Apportionment  (Est.):  $443,855 

FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds $459,847 

TOTAL:  $903,702 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


UMTA  Section  9 
UMTA  Section  9 Cumulative 

Funds  Total 


Fairfield $330,785 

$330,785 

$330,785 


I PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  9 Total 


UMTA  Section  9 

Cumulative 

Local 

FY  1991-92 

Funds 

Total 

Match 

Cost 

Fairfield 

1 Elderly  & Handicapped  Bus  (2)  # 

$68,800 

$17,200 

$86,000  1 

(Maintenance  Equipment 

$20,000 

$5,000 

$25,000  | 

$88,800 

$22,200 

$111,000 

$419,585 


# Purchase  of  2 EAH  buses:  Total  project  cost  - $170,000  $43,200  in  prior  year 
UMTA  Section  9 lunds  have  been  approved  for  this  project. 
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FAIRFIELD  URBANIZED  AREA 

Detonated  Recipient  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


Grantee  CITY  OF  FAIRFIELD 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

Ify  1 991-92  Apportionment  (Eat ). *  *443.855  I 

[FY  1990-91  Carryover  Fund* *450,847  | 

TOTAL:  *903.702 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 

Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Coat 

Fairfield  * *330.785  *541,928  *872.713 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  FY  1991-92 

Funds  Match  Coat 


Fairfield 

I Elderly  & Handicapped  Bus  (2)  # *68.800  *17,200  *86,000  I 

[Maintenance  Equipment *20,000 *5,000 *25,000  | 

*88.800  $22,200  *111,000 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM *419,585 *564  128 *983,713 


* Purchase  o(  2 EAH  buses  Total  project  coat  - *170,000.  *43.200  In  prior  year 
UMTA  Section  9 fund*  have  been  approved  for  this  project 

* For  the  period  July  1.  1991  to  June  30.  1992 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1 . 

OPERATOR:  City  of 

Fairfield 

2. 

PROJECT  NAME:  Two 

(2)  Expansion  Dial-/ 

A-Ride  Buses 

3. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

: Purchase  two  (2) 

expansion  buses. 

4. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (1) 

New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

: 7-1 

TIP  PAGE 

REFERENCE:  1-6-3 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $68,800 

SOURCE: 

UMTA  Section  9 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201):  $17,200 

SOURCE: 

TDA 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$86,000 

9. 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

$ 43,000 

10. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS 

: (Specify  State  and  Federal  Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)  (17) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 

above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

The  Fairfield/Suisun  FY  1992-2000  SRTP  identifies  the  need  for  additional 
fixed  route  transit  service  to  the  Cordelia  area  of  the  City  of  Fairfield 
and  to  provide  additional  dial-a-ride  transit  to  serve  people  with 
disabilities  in  the  City.  One  of  the  vehicles  being  requested  will 
provide  both  fixed  route  service  and  demand-response  service,  the  other 
will  be  used  for  demand  response  service  only.  Without  these  two 
vehicles  the  fixed  route  and  demand  response  expansions  could  not  occur. 

( 7733a— 62 ) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Maintenance  Equipment/Major  Vehicle  Components 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  maintenance  equipment  and  components. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  & Garage. 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-1  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-30 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $20,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201) : $5,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $25,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal  Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.11 7cl 9 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(CIRCULAR  7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Append! x 

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 

above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Purchase  a number  of  maintenance  equipment  Items  and  major  vehicle 
components  for  the  1982,  1985  and  1989  fixed  route  buses  to  ensure  these 
buses  remain  in  good  operating  condition. 

RMcM: t 7C  (7733a-61 ) 


py  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 

NAPA 

URBANIZED  AREA 


' 

. 


NAPA  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


UMT A Section  9 Funds  Programmed 

FY  1981-82  Apportionment  (Est  ):  $464,466 

FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds: >274,007 

TOTAL  >738,473 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


UMTA  Section  9 
UMTA  Section  0 Cumulative 

Funds  Total 


Napa >393,870 

>393,870 

>393,870 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  0 Total 


Napa 

UMTA  Section  9 
Funds 

Cumulative 

Total 

Local 

Match 

FY  1991-92 

Cost 

Bus  Stop  Improvements 

>28,000 

>7,000 

>35,000 

Maintenance/Support  Equipment 

40,000 

10,000 

60,000 

MIS  Enhancements 

12,000 

3,000 

15,000 

>80,000 

>20.000 

>100,000 

>473,870 
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NAPA  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


Grantee  CITY  OF  NAPA 


UMT A SECTION  8 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 


jFY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Eat.): 

$464,466  I 

|FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds 

$274,007  | 

TOTAL: 

$738,473 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991 -02 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

Napa  * $393,870  $601,049  $994,919 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 


Napa 

UMTA  Section  9 
Funds 

Local 

Match 

FY  1991-92 
Cost 

Bu6  Stop  Improvements 

$28,000 

$7,000 

$35,000 

Maintenance/Support  Equipment 

40,000 

10,000 

50,000 

MIS  Enhancements 

12,000 

3,000 

15,000 

$80,000 

$20,000 

$100,000 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM 

$473,870 

$621,049 

$1,094,919 

* For  the  period  July  1.  1991  to  June  30.  1902 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  CITY  OF  NAPA 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  BUS  STOP  IMPROVEMENTS 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Provide  loading  pads,  wheelchair  access,  benches,  and  information  kiosks 
at  selected  stops  which  meet  local  criteria  for  improvement  pursuant  to 
annual  boarding  count  data. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Safety,  enhancement 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  (1990-98  SRTP)  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-54 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $28,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  SEC.  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (207.):  $7,000  SOURCE:  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $35,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $15,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)(8)  Class  II,  CE 

CEQA  STATUS:  Title  24  CAC,  Section  15301,  Class  II  exempt 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Most  of  this  work  will  be  done  by  City  Crews  on  a case-by-case 
basis.  If  enough  locations  are  targeted  for  improvements,  a bid 
may  be  let  for  a portion  of  the  work  (for  example,  several 
loading  pads  or  several  bench  installations). 


8316a. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR:  CITY  OF  NAPA 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  MAINTENANCE  EQUIPMENT 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  auxilliary  equipment  for  the  maintenance  center  expansion 
project. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Enhancement,  expansion,  safety 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-54 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: $40,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  SECTION  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $10,000  SOURCE:  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $50,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $40,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR,  Section  771 . 1 1 5(b) ( 1 9)  CE 

CEQA  STATUS:  Title  14,  CAC,  Section  15301,  Class  II  CE 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

These  funds  will  be  used  to  purchase  any  remaining  equipment 
needed  for  the  expanded  maintenance  facility.  Equipment  will  be 
used  to  improve  safety,  enhance  the  ability  of  the  contractor  to 
do  efficient  work,  and  improve  the  capacity  of  the  shop. 

All  equipment  is  purchased  through  competitive  bid. 


-81- 


8316a. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1991-92 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1 . OPERATOR:  CITY  OF  NAPA- 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  MIS  ENHANCEMENTS 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Upgrades  and  new  programs  for  Transit  Computer  system,  including 
training  programs  for  staff. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Enhancements 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-10  (1991-98  SRTP)  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-54 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $12,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  SECTION  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $3,000  SOURCE:  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $15,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $35,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR,  SEC.  771 . 115(b)(19)  CE 

CEQA  STATUS:  Title  14,  Cac.  Section  15301,  Class  II,  CE 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to. operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X__  No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  th.e  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  funding  is  to  provide  software  enhancements  to  the  Transit 
computer  network,  and  to  develop  a comprehensive  database 
program  which  can  be  shared  between  all  of  the  computers  in  the 
system.  Training  for  staff  in  the  use  of  new  and  existing 
programs  is  included. 

This  project  will  be  bid  to  the  private  sector  for  development 
and  implementation. 


8316a. 


-83- 


FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


SANTA  ROSA 
URBANIZED  AREA 


SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


UMTA  Section  9 Funds  Programmed 

FY  1991-82  Apportionment  (Est  ):  $974,454 

FY  1990-81  Carryover  Funds $889,850 

TOTAL:  $1,864,304 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


UMTA  Section  S 
UMTA  Section  9 Cumulative 

Fund6  Total 


Santa  Rosa  $661,682 

Sonoma  County $0 

$661,682 

$661,682 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


UMTA  Section  6 Total 

UMTA  Section  6 Cumulative  Local  FY  1691-62 

Funds  Total  Match  Cost 


Santa  Rosa 


|No  Capital  Projects 

$0 

1 

$0 

$661,682 

Sonoma  County 

[No  Capital  Project 

$0 

1 

*0 

$061,682 
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SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 

Detonated  Reciprent  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


Grant®* *  CITY  OF  SANTA  ROSA 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

Ify  1991-92  Apportionment  (Eat  ):  $974,454  I 

|FY  1990 -Cl  Carryover  Fund* $889,850  | 

TOTAL  $1,864,304 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 

Santa  Rosa  * $661,982  $2,140,028  $2,802,010 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  FY  1991-92 

Funds  Match  Cost 


Santa  Rosa 

[No  Capital  Projects  $0 

$0 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM $661,982 $2,140,028 $2,802,010 


* For  the  p*r*od  July  1.  1991  to  June  30.  1992. 
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SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 

Designated  Recipient:  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


Grantee:  COUNTY  OF  SONOMA 


UMTA  SECTION  9 FUNDS  PROGRAMMED 

I FY  1991-92  Apportionment  (Est.):  $974,454  I 

|FY  1990-91  Carryover  Funds: $889,850  | 

TOTAL:  $1,864,304 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


FY  1991-92 
Net 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  Project 

Funds  Match  Cost 


Sonoma  * 


$0  $3,186,545  $3,186,545 


PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Total 

UMTA  Section  9 Local  FY  1991-92 

Funds  Match  Cost 


Sonoma 


[No  Capita!  Projects 

$0 

1 

$0 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$0 

$3,186,545 

$3,186,545 

* For  the  period  July  1,  1991  to  June  30, 1992. 
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THE  APPENDIX  TO  THE  FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  IS 
AVAILABLE  ON  REQUEST.  THE  APPENDIX  CONTAINS  THE  SAMTRANS 
PARATRANSIT  VEHICLE  FLEET  INVENTORY  AND  THE  CEQA  CHECKLISTS  FOR  THE 
BART  ACCESS  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECTS  AT  THE  CONCORD  AND  WALNUT  CREEK 
STATIONS. 
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MTC 

METROPOLITAN 

TRANSPORTATION 

COMMISSION 


Joseph  P.  Bort  MetroCenter 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607-4700 
415/464-7700 
FAX:  41  5/464-7040 


